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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of 
space. Some names may 
have been changed 


NPA warning 

I want to congratulate you for the 
excellent article by Jean-Michel Edwin 
discussing the latest developments on 
the far left in France (‘Left unity - at 
what cost?’, December 4 2008). 

My own experiences of the 
Socialist Alliance and Respect in 
England, the Scottish Socialist Party 
and, more recently, Solidarity - 
Scotland’s Socialist Movement 
have convinced me of a number of 
things. These SSP and Solidarity 
experiences have some salutary 
lessons for the Ligue Communiste 
Revolutionnaire and New Anti- 
Capitalist Party (NPA) activists, who 
seem to have a model closer in spirit 
to the SSP one. 

I used to think the SSP model - ie, 
full commitment to a 100% combat 
socialist party with platfonn rights for 
tendencies and members of former 
parties - was the model. I now think 
that it was exceptional, but not 
repeatable, compared to the European 
left experiences, where unity was 
achieved on a far less radical unity 
platform. In Europe they also had and 
have a much lesser degree of party 
centralisation and varying levels of 
commitment to discussing revolution 
vs reform. 

Although the NPA is rightly being 
founded on an anti-capitalist but 
inclusive basis, I think it is a grave 
mistake for the leading Marxist 
current within it - indeed the one 
which has initiated and therefore 
shaped its direction and foundation, 
the LCR - to liquidate itself at the 
new party’s birth. The LCR should 
definitely not dissolve without 
forming itself as a tendency or 
fraction to continue to represent the 
LCR/Fourth International tradition 
overtly within the NPA. 

More importantly the idea that the 
NPA could carry on the LCR’s 
functions within the FI is clearly 
suspect. The LCR’s leadership role in 
the FI gives it such dominance within 
it that liquidating one means 
liquidating both in practice. So if the 
FI functions were to be carried out by 
NPA functionaries, in practice the 
LCR/FI would continue to exist. How 
would that be accountable to the rest 
of the FI’s member groups in over 40 
countries? 

The very fact the LCR has existed 
for 40 years and managed in the 
last seven to achieve a significant 
degree of revolutionary regroupment 
and popular support around Besan- 
cenot’s candidature, shows that it is 
very possible and realistic to win 
workers directly to revolutionary and 
radical anti-capitalist ideas. 

These gains are the result of the 
FI and LCR’s slow but steady left 
turn during and after the big strike 
waves in France in 1995. Prior to that 
the FI had crystallised a bankrupt 
rightwing form of regroupment with 
reformist forces to its right, during 
which its overtures were rejected 
because the LCR’s support was 
too small to be taken seriously by 
their reformist partners. Today it is 
different, as the reformists are 
now desperate to get into bed with 
the LCR and scupper the NPA 
project through its friends in the 
liquidationist Unir wing of the FI’s 
strongest party. 

My worry is that, freed from their 
Marxist unity within the LCR, all 
former factions of the LCR will be 
obliged to form separate platforms 
within the broader anti-capitalist 
NPA. The likelihood is that the 
NPA’s formation, alongside the 
LCR’s liquidation, will lead to more 


fragmentation of the pro-NPA far- 
left currents. That will mean more 
of a bear pit for the independent 
leftists to negotiate when they join. 
There is therefore going to be less 
revolutionary unity and a greater 
danger of reformist and left 
pluralist degeneration if the LCR 
disappears. 

It will be a licence for Christian 
Piquet’s LCR faction Unir to support 
the formation of a much broader left 
unity list with the considerably more 
sectarian Lutte Ouvriere and Parti 
Ouvrier Internationaliste on the 
one hand; with the opportunist 
governmental left leaderships of the 
Parti Communiste Franpais (PCF), 
Parti de la Gauche (PG) and even 
elements of the Parti Socialiste (PS), 
which Jean-Michel Edwin describes, 
on the other. 

The formation of the PG is a spoiler 
attempt to sabotage the possibility of 
the NPA becoming a serious force - to 
siphon off some of its potential 
recruits in order to build up enough 
forces to later on dilute the radical 
nature of any future left unity project. 
It has one ultimate purpose: to stop 
the process pointing towards building 
an anti-capitalist basis for unity - 
towards a revolutionary party. The 
defence of the NPA as an anti¬ 
capitalist bloc is a better guarantee of 
its progress towards revolution and 
away from reform. It is better for a 
united NPA to develop first and then 
talk with the left bourgeois workers’ 
parties later. 

A major reason I resigned from 
Solidarity in November 2007 was 
because it didn’t take seriously 
enough my concerns on race and 
racism, and the need to win the class 
struggle within the black and 
minority ethnic ‘communities of 
resistance’. The role of race in class 
politics is perhaps even more 
important in France in the formation 
of the far left because of the 
rebellions in the banlieues which 
brought Sarkozy to power in 2006. 
However, they also exposed the 
French far left - especially LO, but 
also sections of the LCR, known for 
their atheist sectarianism against 
the religious sentiments of the 
Muslim Arab and African minorities 
in French cities - as deeply 
Islamophobic thus incapable of 
orienting to a significant percentage 
of the urban working class. 

Then there’s the mass struggle of 
the sans papiers movement of 
migrant workers demanding trade 
union and citizenship rights, which 
really began in France in the early 
1990s. Just where are the leaders of 
these struggles in the deliberations 
of the anti-capitalist left? Where is 
there any mention of this in the 
NPA’s outline programme? I demand 
that any new left party that wants 
my community’s support has to 
understand race and class and to 
include the leaders of anti-racist 
struggles as a core part of any left 
unity project. 

Unless the Marxists of all varieties 
make what I might call the ‘Marxist 
bloc’ tactic against the reformist 
currents that will inevitably join to 
frustrate and strangle the party, they 
will not succeed in creating the 
political space for a revolutionary 
workers’ democracy to emerge 
within the new anti-capitalist and 
left parties. 

Graham Campbell 
Kilombo Pan-African magazine 

Riot act 

According to Ted North, “anarchism, 
riot after riot and ‘propaganda by 
deed’ do not offer a realistic line of 
advance” (‘A single bullet’, January 
15). Instead, “for real progress to be 
made the workers must establish 


parties which really represent their 
historic interest.” 

Really? Would that be like the 
original Marxist party of this kind, the 
Social Democratic one? Well, perhaps 
not, as they quickly became reformist 
(as anarchists predicted) and by 1914 
their degeneration was such that even 
Lenin could not fail to notice it. Would 
it be a Bolshevik-style party? The one 
which opposed the soviets in 1905? 
The one whose Petrograd leaders 
opposed the demonstrations in 
February 1917, which led to the 
start of the revolution? The one 
whose bureaucracy Lenin spent most 
of 1917 fighting, violating his own 
organisational principles to get it to 
act? The one which seized power in 
October 1917 and quickly became (as 
anarchists predicted) the dictatorship 
over the proletariat? 

So, perhaps, it is not “halfway 
house projects” which “are doomed 
to disappoint and fail”. Perhaps it is 
the whole Marxist notion of political 
parties. I would suggest that history 
proves beyond doubt that it is 
Marxism which leads “eventually [to] 
defeat”, while ensuring that there are 
few “futile gestures” along the way. 
After all, if the working class had 
listened to Marx, there would have 
been no Paris Commune. 

While North attacks the notion of 
“riot after riot”, he also complains that 
because “there is no effective left 
alternative, KKE was able to take a 
lead in organising ... demonstrations 
in order to keep them safe and attempt 
to bring anti-state sentiments back 
under control”. So when the KKE 
opposes riots it is different than when 
North argues that “riot after riot” does 
“not offer a realistic line of advance”? 
Please explain the difference. If the 
KKE position is in “some senses 
analogous to the French Communist 
Party in 1968”, is the CPGB’s 
analogous to that of the Bolsheviks 
in February 1917? 

I should note that few anarchists 
think that “riot after riot” is enough. 
The aim is to create popular 
organisations which can take the 
struggle onwards. As Kropotkin 
argued, “to make a revolution it is not, 
however, enough that there should be 
such risings - more or less successful. 
It is necessary that after the risings 
there should be left something new in 
the institutions, which would permit 
new forms of life to be elaborated and 
established.” The task of anarchists is 
to encourage these institutions, the 
new forms of popular self-organisation 
(such as federations of community and 
workplace assemblies), as well as 
influence the struggle with our ideas. 
We organise accordingly. 

Rest assured, though, “Marxists 
will struggle alongside anarchists 
whenever our interests coincide.” 
Sadly for him, we “have no illusions” 
as to where Leninism leads (or our fate 
under it). Although it is nice to see a 
Marxist acknowledging that anarchists 
do not think the state is the main 
enemy, but that we also “hate 
capitalism and yearn for human 
liberation.” So, yes, “we ought to 
engage them in serious debate” - 
who knows, the Marxists may learn 
the lessons of history rather than 
repeating them? 
lain McKay 

www.anarchistfaq.org.uk 

Premature 

I was rather taken aback by your front 
page headline, which described Barack 
Obama as the “World’s #1 terrorist” 
(January 15). 

No doubt it was intended to provoke 
a reaction, which I’m sure it will have 
achieved. However, I think that such 
an extreme accusation is a bit premature. 
I’m under no illusion that Obama will 
bring socialism to the United States or 


end imperialism, but he’s got to be an 
improvement on George W Bush. 

Let’s give the guy a chance! 

Wayne Taylor 

Reading 

Naive 

With his inauguration as US president, 
Barack Obama has ushered in a new 
era of world politics. 

The main strategy of big business 
under the leadership of George W 
Bush was divide-and-rule, particularly 
Muslims from Christians and Jews - 
with the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
and indeed the orchestration of 9/11 
beforehand as justification for those 
wars. In contrast, Obama pledged to 
unite members of those three religions, 
as well as Hindus - with the mention 
of the latter religion particularly 
significant after the terrorist atrocities 
in Mumbai (with Hinduism being the 
largest religion in India). 

As well as uniting people of different 
religions, Obama is dedicated to 
uniting people of different races 
and classes. The old left mantras of 
the Democrats being solely a party 
of big business, and of the US 
president being the leader of western 
imperialism, are out of date, and 
socialists will render ourselves 
irrelevant if we keep repeating them 
and using such dogmatic attitudes as 
a guide to action. 

Obama has given off mixed 
messages as to his strategy in the 
Middle East - supporting Israel 
and suggesting more troops in 
Afghanistan, while pledging to 
withdraw from Iraq and negotiate with 
the Iranian regime. What he actually 
does will largely be dependent on 
pressure from below and the balance 
of world forces. Writing him off as the 
“World’s #1 terrorist”, as James Turley 
did in last week’s Weekly Worker, is 
premature and naive, to say the least! 

Obama is clearly genuine in what he 
is trying to do, and he is providing 
capitalism with its best hope of 
keeping control of the planet in these 
times of dire financial crisis. 

Steve Wallis 
Manchester 

#1 terrorist 

On the Gaza rally of January 17 in 
Trafalgar Square the Weekly Worker s 
front cover of Obama as ‘World’s #1 
terrorist’ drew a good deal of attention 
and was an obvious selling point. 
Most people at the rally had followed 
American policy on the Middle East 
for a considerable time and fully 
expected Obama to be no different to 
previous presidents, so the article was 
pretty well received. 

However, away from the rally, a very 
different reaction was apparent. 
Those who think of themselves as 
fair-minded, progressive and liberal 
have great expectations in Obama. He 
has succeeded in enveloping himself 
in the mantle of George Washington, 
Abraham Lincoln and Martin Luther 
King and is portraying himself as ... 
fair-minded, progressive and liberal. 

I suppose it is really a question of 
who we want and expect to sell to. The 
vanguard has no illusions in Obama; 
the mass most certainly has. 

Phil Kent 
Haringey 

Boycott 

The We Are All Gaza committee met 
in Cape Town on January 19 and has 
come up with suggestions for a way 
forward that we hope could possibly 
be coordinated on a world scale. 

We suggest a focused boycott (this 
is over and above still pushing for 
workers’ sanctions against Israel and 
for an end to all trade, economic and 
social ties). At a time of heightened 


anger in the working class worldwide 
at the genocide in Gaza, we could 
press home some important lessons, 
namely the pivotal role of monopoly 
capital in the genocide. 

Firstly, a targeted boycott of all Coca 
Cola products (seeing as it is mostly 
the working class who buy these 
products and this company has 
openly funded Israel). 

Secondly, call for a boycott of 
Barclays Bank. Barclays is a 
shareholder of Raytheon, which 
supplies bunker busters to Israel, 
it has a commodity index that 
openly speculates in commodities 
and directly pushes up the price of oil 
and food, and it is also a major 
shareholder in Exxon Mobil. This 
boycott would take the form of asking 
people to close their accounts and 
shift their home and other loans from 
Barclays to other banks. 

We would point out that all 
capitalist banks have their hands 
dripping in blood but the point is to 
highlight the direct complicity of 
Barclays rather than be a standard- 
bearer of any other capitalist bank. It 
would also show the interconnection 
between the banks and industry and 
how finance capital is really 
responsible for starving the masses 
of the world. A subtext to this 
would highlight that JP Morgan 
Chase, another Raytheon shareholder, 
should also be targeted, but we are not 
so sure how yet. The very raising of 
this limited campaign, in the context of 
the imperialist banks having been 
bailed out with workers’ money, will 
help increase the hatred among the 
working class for the banks. 

Thirdly, we want to canvass 
opinion for an international day of 
mourning (a two to five-minute work 
stoppage) to condemn the massacres 
in Gaza. This would actually be an 
international general strike, albeit in 
the cover of a period of mourning. In 
other words, the mourning should be 
during work hours. This would 
emphasise that it was the international 
working class that forced the Israeli 
state to temporarily withdraw. It 
should highlight the need for a 
complete lifting of the blockade of 
Gaza, as well as taking up the call for a 
war crimes tribunal. We have no 
illusions in such a tribunal, but it 
amounts to taking the bourgeoisie at 
their word and exposing them. 

We have not yet gone public on this 
and urgently seek a discussion with 
you as a unified international call 
would resonate very powerfully. 
Shaheed Mahomed 
Cape Town 

Peak oil 

Tony Greenstein’s suggestion that 
imperialism can be made to withdraw 
its support for Israel if the price is made 
high enough is more daydreaming than 
reality (‘Between moral outrage and 
historical analysis’, January 8). 

This type of view may be common 
on the left, but it ignores the most 
important reality of our time: that is, we 
have entered the period of world oil 
production peak. The looming oil crisis, 
which follows peak oil, is driving 
imperialism to intervene more in those 
regions which contain the remaining oil 
- or important oil supply routes, which 
include the Middle East. Based on 
this analysis, it is safe to conclude 
that imperialism will need Israel more, 
not less. In fact, defending Israel is 
the ‘perfect’ excuse for any future 
intervention in this region. 

Most of the left and the least 
informed bourgeois commentators 
seem to imagine that the present 
economic crisis is a potential rerun 
of the 1930s great depression 
which followed the Wall Street 
crash. In the past, there were 
abundant supplies of very cheap oil. 
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Unlike the 1930s, today’s economic 
crisis is superimposed on the 
inevitable energy crisis. This is the first 
time in history that capitalism faces an 
economic crisis happening in the same 
time as the world peak in oil production. 
For capitalism, this is more serious 
than the 1930s. Starting a world war or 
turning to fascism will not reverse 
conventional oil depletion, and no 
serious person in energy circles 
imagines that non-conventional oil 
production or biofuels can replace 
conventional oil loss. 

The bourgeoisie is trapped between 
the contradictions of capitalist 
production and the iron law of oil 
depletion. Separately each of these 
two crises is bad news for capitalism: 
combined they spell disaster - 
although initially economic downturn 
will delay the energy crisis and mask 
the global peak in oil production. 

Unfortunately, Marxist discourse at 
present is one-sided, seeing only the 
contradictions of capitalist production 
and its results, but not realising the 
worldwide significance of the oil 
production ceiling: the emergence of a 
peak oil economic crisis. This will spell 
the end of any sustained growth for 
capitalism, without which capitalism 
soon loses its cachet and ideological 
legitimacy. The new contradiction 
faced by the bourgeoisie is that 
capitalism needs constant growth to 
survive and divert the masses from 
seeking any alternative, but this 
requires increasing supplies of cheap 
oil. The peak in global oil production 
will undermine growth imperatives, 
leading to capitalism losing its 
ideological grip on the masses and 
important sections of the intelligentsia. 

This is a world where capitalism will 
swing between depression and high 
energy prices, with every putative 
recovery sending oil prices spiralling 
out of control again, thus revealing 
the presence of global peak oil. 
Capitalism’s natural boom and bust 
cycles will come to an end and be 
followed by stagflation, made worst 
by collapsing oil production. The first 
oil shock in 1973 when Opec 
embargoed the west for supporting 
Israel in the Yom Kippur war provides 
a glimpse of where we are heading. 
This time the oil shortages will not be 
imposed by politics but geology. 

With due respect to Mike Macnair, 
who, while defending capitalist 
consumerism, suggested last year that 
I wanted to impose Stalinist austerity 
on society, it seems that the choice 
facing humanity a few years hence is 
barbarism or socialism - the latter, 
barring a miracle or aliens coming down 
and sharing their energy secrets with 
us, will include a period of austerity 
resulting from the consequences of 
global peak oil, which will only be 
alleviated when we devise a new 
energy regime. This is not a vote 
winner, but I prefer some degree - or any 
degree - of austerity to barbarism. 

Some people are in denial about the 
global peak in oil production and its 
social consequences, like they were 
about human-induced global warming, 
but burying one’s head in the sand, like 
the ostrich, will not make the problem 
go away. 

Tony Clark 
London 

BNP switch 

The formerly anti-semitic British 
National Party has expressed support 
for Israel in the war against the 
Palestinians in Gaza. 

Ruth Sneed of the Board of Deputies 
of British Jews stated: “The BNP 
website is now one of the most Zionist 
on the web - it goes further than any of 
the mainstream parties in its support to 
Israel and at the same time demonises 
Islam and the Muslim world.” 

The head of the BNP, Nick Griffin, 
who was once a holocaust denier, says 
Israel is “the only civilised country in 
the region ... they are an example to us 


all because the only thing Islamic 
terrorists understand is force.” 

The BNP head of legal affairs, 
Lee Barnes, says: “The sort of 
‘disinfecting’ process whereby Israel 
is required to sterilise areas of radical 
Islamic support ... is what all nations 
have to do ...” 

This heart-warming tribute to 
Zionism from British fascists shows a 
convergence of reactionary ideologies 
which once opposed each other. 

Earl Gilman 

email 

Impure 

Arthur Bough makes some 
interesting points, but his letter 
contains a bizarre error on 17th century 
English history - the statement that at 
the time of the English civil war “the 
vast majority of people continued to 
produce their means of existence on 
individual peasant farms” (Letters, 
January 8). 

There may have been a few comers 
of the country in which this was 
the case, but in very large areas 
subsistence farming had already been 
replaced by market-integrated farming. 
A recent assessment is that “it seems 
likely that a substantial proportion - 
perhaps 20%, almost certainly more - 
of rural householders were landless 
by the mid-16th century, and that the 
proportion grew rapidly in the second 
half of the century” (J Whittle, 
‘Tenure and landholding in England 
1440-1580’, in BJP van Bavel and P 
Hoppenbrouwers (eds) Landholding 
and land transfer in the North Sea area 
Tumhout 2004, p245). 

There is plenty of other evidence. 
Even where manorial controls on land 
engrossment by the larger farmers, 
peasant market activity, etc were 
maintained down to the civil war, the 
civil war led to their breakdown, as Star 
Chamber backing for manorial courts 
was removed: J Goodacre’s The 
transformation of a peasant economy 
(Aldershot 1994) and JE Martin’s 
Feudalism to capitalism (Basingstoke 
1986) provide sample local studies. 

Of course, it also happens to be the 
case that Marx, in the second part of 
Capital Vol 1, also saw the emergence 
of capitalism in connection with the 
enclosures, etc of the 16th-17th 
century. Comrade Bough is committing 


Growing 

A total of £85 was donated to the 
Weekly Worker at the various 
pro-Gaza demonstrations up and 
down the country last weekend - 
not a huge amount and no big 
individual gifts; just lots of extra 
pound coins, plus a few fivers. 

Mostly these were coming from 
comrades unknown to the Weekly 
Worker seller concerned, but in 
every case they were (sometimes 
occasional and often regular) 
readers of ours. And, of course, 
there are thousands of them - 
24,974 looked at our paper via our 
website last week - so it is no 
surprise that we bump into a small 
proportion of them when the most 
militant sections of our class are 
mobilised. 

In other words, while the number 
of firm supporters of the Weekly 
Worker are still relatively few, there 
is a large and growing pool of 
sympathy for what we say. What 
we now need is for more of them to 
commit themselves to contributing 
regularly to our fighting fund - and 
the best way to do that is by taking 
out a standing order. 

Last year we managed to 
increase the total we receive each 
month by over £500 - the target we 


the very common error of refusing to 
recognise capitalist development 
unless it has the ‘pure’ characteristics 
of Marx’s abstractions in the first part 
of Capital Vol 1 and in Engels’ 
reconstructions from Marx’s notes in 
Vols 2 and 3. But such a capitalism not 
only has never existed: it does not exist 
now and never will; it is an abstraction 
for the purposes of grasping the 
underlying dynamics of really existing, 
impure capitalism. 

The result is, of course, to make it 
impossible to see how capitalism 
emerges from feudalism. 

Mike Macnair 
Oxford 

Histovy 

Once upon a time the Morning Star 
boasted that it was owned by its 
readers, not millionaires. Now I 
understand from David Lynch’s 
report that it is dominated by one 
reader and one reader alone. The 
multi-millionaire Anita Halpin (‘Return 
of star wars?’ January 15). She 
provides the finances and she will 
soon be calling the tune. 

No-one in the Morning Star’s 
Communist Party of Britain is writing 
to the paper protesting and kicking 
up a fuss about the complete 
mockery this makes of any pretence 
at democratic control. Probably 
because subservience to the Stalinist 
bureaucracy which ruled the Soviet 
Union long since extinguished the last 
spark of democracy and revolutionary 
initiative. After all the Soviet state used 
to take half the paper’s daily print run 
and as a result would expect a loyal 
echo of its political line. I remember 
when the Morning Star editor, the 
colourless and eminently forgettable 
Tony Chater, cravenly greeted Mikhail 
Gorbachev as “today’s Lenin”. 

But Halpin’s millions cannot 
breathe life into a publication, now 
under the editorship of former New 
Communist Party member Bill 
Benfield, that prostituted itself for 
longer than anyone cares to remember. 
The fact that many ‘personalities’ that 
inhabit today’s left write anodyne 
nonsense for it shows that the 
problems we face go deeper than the 
CPB rump and its two factions. 
Arthur Lawrence 
e-mail 


pool 

had set - thanks to new or 
additional SOs (over the last week 
an extra £9 came in that way), and 
in 2009 we need to do the same 
again. So I would appeal to our 
internet readers who mostly never 
buy a copy of the print version: 
don’t take the Weekly Worker for 
granted. We need to increase our 
regular income - not just to keep 
going, but to produce a better, 
more rounded paper. 

In addition to cash received on 
the demos and standing orders, we 
also received a nice £50 cheque 
(thank you, comrade TJ) and two 
£20 contributions (from KF and 
SP). Then there was the £15 that 
CPGB supporter FJ added to his 
resubscription and the extra tenner 
that HP sent in for his (after a gap 
of six years!). 

All in all, our January fighting 
fund total increased by £209 and 
now stands at £817. We have 
over a week to reach - and 
hopefully easily exceed - our 
£1,000 target • 

Robbie Rix 

Fill in a standing order form 
(back page), or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 


Fighting fund 


ACTION 

Communist Forums 

London: Sundays, 5pm, Diorama Arts Centre, 25B Vyner Street, 

London E2 (Bethnal Green tube). Study topic, plus weekly political 
report from Provisional Central Committee. 

January 25: Redrafting the CPGB Draft programme'. Europe. 

February 1: Study topic: Hal Draper and E Haberkem Karl Marx’s 
theory of revolution Vol 5, War and revolution: ‘The tsarist menace’ - 
continued. 

South Wales: Call Bob for details: 07816 480679. 

Communist Students meetings 

Central London: Every Wednesday, 7pm. 07522 408657; 
ben@communiststudents.org.uk. 

Manchester: Every Tuesday, 5pm, students union. 
manchestercommuniststudents@googlemail.com. 

Sheffield: Every Sunday, 7pm. 

07500 376795; sabbaghdavid2@googlemail.com. 

Solidarity with Gaza 

Manchester: Friday January 23, 7pm: Public meeting, Friends Meeting 
House, Mount Street, Manchester M2. 

Sunday January 25, 12 noon: Demonstration, two assembly points, 
Goldstone Park (comer of Waterloo Road and Cheetham Hill); 

Whitworth Park, Wilmslow World, Moss Lane entrance. 

Birmingham: Friday January 23, 6pm: Public meeting, Council House, 
Victoria Square. 

London: Saturday January 24, 2pm: National demonstration. Assemble 
BBC Broadcasting House, Portland Place, London, Wl. 

Sunday January 25, 11am to 1pm: Activists meeting. Planning the way 
ahead for the movement. St Pancras Church Hall, Lancing Street, 

London NW1. 

Organisers include Palestine Solidarity Campaign, Stop the War 
Coalition, British Muslim Initiative, Campaign for Nuclear 
Disarmament. 

STWC: 020 7278 6694; office@stopwar.org.uk. 

Cage prisoners tour 

January 11 to February 3: ‘Two sides - one story’. Ex-Guantanamo 
prisoner Moazzam Begg is touring Britain with Chris Arendt, a 
refusenik US army guard from Guantanamo, and Sami A1 Haj, an A1 
Jazeera cameraman who was also detained in Guantanamo. 

Further information: http://www.cageprisoners.com 

Israel out of Gaza 

Friday January 23, 7pm: Public meeting, Friends Meeting House, 

Mount Street, Manchester. 

Organised by Gaza Solidarity Campaign and others. 

Convention of the Left 

Saturday January 24, 10am to 4.30pm: Recall conference, Friends 
Meeting House, Mount Street, Manchester M2. 

Organised by Convention of the Left: www.conventionoftheleft.org. 

Obama and Iran 

Sheffield Thursday February 5, 7.30pm: Public meeting, Victoria Hall, 
Norfolk Street. Speakers include Mark Fischer (Hands Off the People 
of Iran national secretary), Mike Martin (Hopi Sheffield). 

Organised by Sheffield Hopi: www.hopoi.org. 

Anthropology and the banking crisis 

Tuesday February 17, 6.45pm: Public meeting, St Martin’s Community 
Centre, 43 Carol Street, London NW1 (nearest tube: Camden Town). 
Speaker: David Graeber. 

Organised by Radical Anthropology Group: 
www.radicalanthropologygroup.org. 

Unite Against Fascism 

Saturday February 21, 9.30am to 4.30pm: National conference, TUC 
conference centre, Congress House, Great Russell Street, London 
WCl. Speakers include Ken Livingstone, Glyn Ford MEP, Billy Hayes 
(CWU). Organised by UAF: 020 7833 4916; unite@ucu.org.uk. 

March to the G20, No to Nato 

Preparation for international protests called by anti-war and peace 
organisations across Europe: 

February 14-15, Strasbourg: activists meeting to finalise plans for the 
April protests and counter-conference. 

Thursday April 2, London: peace and social justice demo at the G20 
meeting. 

Called by Stop the War and the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
Friday April 3, London: coaches leave London on. Tickets available 
now from Stop the War. 

Saturday April 4, Strasbourg: mass demonstration to protest at 
NATO’s 60th birthday conference. 

Sunday April 5, Strasbourg: counter conference. 

Further information: Stop the War Coalition, 020 7278 6694. 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s 
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in 
your will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, 
email: rdgroup@yahoo.co.uk 
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OBAMA 

Revolutionary traditions 
and realities of power 

Barack Obama invokes the traditions of the first and second American revolutions and the 1960s civil rights 
movement. As Ted North shows, this has created huge popular expectations 



Inauguration joy 


O ne would have had to be 
hiding deep in the Amazon 
to have avoided the news 
that Barack Obama is now the 
44th president of the United 
States of America. 

As a result he is head of both 
the state and the government, 
commander-in-chief of the armed 
forces, and has considerable 
powers in relation to law in the 
world’s most powerful state. Thus 
far people have seen him as more 
of a symbol than a cog in the state 
machinery. The American ruling 
class is desperate for a show of 
national unity, at a time when 
America is entangled in effectively 
unwinnable wars and sliding into 
deepening economic crisis. 

Just after 12 noon on January 20, 
the words his supporters had been 
eagerly awaiting crossed Obama’s 
lips, as he stood on a building built 
by black slaves; “I do solemnly 
swear that I will faithfully execute the 
office of president of the United 
States, and will try to the best of my 
ability to preserve, protect and 
defend the constitution of the 
United States, so help me god.” 

The inauguration event was 
given the title ‘A new birth of 
freedom’ and comparisons between 
Obama, who appeared to follow 
the minutiae of US establishment 
protocol down to the last detail, 
and Jesus Christ indicate the way 
in which many commentators see 
the new president. 

On one level, of course, the excite¬ 
ment is completely understandable. 
Not only the first black president, 
but one who seems to carry with 
him all the hopes of America’s poor 
and oppressed. So the amount of 
melanin in the new president’s 
skin cannot simply be dismissed 
as irrelevant. True, the election of a 
rich black man does not resolve the 
question of ‘race’ - there is Barack 
Obama and there is also Mumia 
Abu-Jamal. However, not only the 
symbolism, but the perception of it 
are very real material factors which 
do indeed open up new possibilities. 

It is easy to show that Obama is 
whatever you want him to be, even 
if this does mean embodying mutually 
exclusive ideas. To American 
capitalists he is a welcome safeguard 
for the troubled ‘free’ market. To 
black and Latino people he is, kind 
of, one of them. 

He constantly references Martin 
Luther King and the civil rights 
movement. Nevertheless, to the 
influential Zionist lobby in the 
US he is considered a safe pair 
of hands when it comes to the 
alliance with Israel - the massacre 
in the Gaza strip, timed to coincide 
with the vacuum created by the 
presidential transition, was met 
by an almost complete silence 
from Obama. To liberals and anti¬ 
war activists, though, he offers 
salvation after the dark years of 
the Bush administration. 

The unifying theme of Obama’s 
politics is the American dream. The 
rhetoric of the “change” slogan 
embodied his entire political project. 
Enough to lure in the potentially 
dangerous forces of the radicals, 


the young and ethnic minorities, 
yet vague enough to be of no 
concern at all to the American 
bourgeoisie - who, in fact, also 
have great hopes in what Obama 
can achieve. 

The point is, however, what 
effect will dashed expectations 
have on the various forces, not 
least those below? 

Playing by the rules 

Obama’s message was underlined 
during the inauguration: he will play 
by the rules and do everything he 
can to promote American interests. 
After the divisive war in Iraq, the 
people who pull the strings are 
certainly keen for a show of 
American unity. The secret service 
codename for Obama, ‘Renegade’, 
is ironic in this light. 

The contradictory nature of Amer¬ 
icanism can be seen in the route 
Obama took to his inauguration. 
He took a train from Philadelphia to 
Washington DC, the same journey 
Abraham Lincoln took 150 years 
ago. Lincoln was a timid moderate 
who ended up presiding over 
the second American Revolution 
which ended slave labour and 
posed the necessity of ending 
wage labour. Bill Clinton made a 
similar gesture on his inaugura¬ 
tion, travelling to the capital from 
Thomas Jefferson’s estate in 
Virginia. Jefferson was one of 
the leaders of the first American 
Revolution, which won independ¬ 
ence from the British crown and 
created the flawed and incomplete 
US democracy. 

Obama and his team of ex-Clinton 
employees, unreconstructed Zion¬ 
ists and former free marketeers who 
have been quick to embrace the 


lurch to Keynesianism arrived to a 
huge party. Thousands of workers 
and tens of millions of dollars 
ensured the type of event which 
Americans are used to: more 
‘reality’ television than the rule of 
the people. Like the sterile party 
conventions, the gaudy grandeur 
of the inauguration was described 
by Obama as a “celebration of 
the American people”, while 
the ceremony would “carry the 
voices of ordinary Americans 
to Washington”. 

In reality the voices of “ordinary 
Americans” were, as intended, 
drowned in the deluge of celebrities, 
the political establishment and big 
business reps, all vying for political 
leverage. Dozens of balls and 
parties took place, with no expense 
spared. Bars had extended licences, 
helping to add to the delerious 
atmosphere before the cold touch of 
reality returns. 

The fact that Obama’s tuxedo 
had been made by the Hart 
Schaffner Marx company, which 
uses unionised workers, was 
considered newsworthy and full of 
political connotation. And in a 
sense it is: Obama extends a limp 
left hand to the working class, 
whilst his right firmly clasps the 
reactionary establishment. 

But there is no denying his 
popularity. The massive crowds at 
the inauguration are unmatched in 
American history. By contrast there 
were boos for Bush, whom Obama 
thanked for his “services to the 
nation”. Expectations were high 
prior to his speech and for the 
most part he was able to meet 
them. On the one hand, he 
outlined the new challenges facing 
America, and, on the other, stressed 


traditional values mixed with the 
magical “change”. 

The new president was quick to 
say that America was “in the midst 
of crisis”, mentioning wars, the 
economic situation and climate 
change. The economic crisis, casting 
its shadow over all other problems, 
was the product of “greed and 
irresponsibility on the part of some”. 
Nevertheless, the market was a 
fundamental source of freedom, 
merely requiring a “watchful eye”. 

In terms of America’s relationship to 
the rest of the world Obama thanked 
the “brave Americans” who by killing 
people in Iraq, Afghanistan and 
elsewhere were “guardians of our 
liberty”. Vague talk of withdrawing 
from Iraq and making peace in 
Afghanistan was deliberately non¬ 
specific. In reality he wants troops 
withdrawn from Iraq, to the extent this 
is compatible with the maintenance of 
American control, in order to redeploy 
them to Afghanistan, where Obama’s 
attitude to Pakistan potentially 
threatens a regional explosion. 
Even as president he kept quiet on 
Gaza, where the post-slaughter 
dust has barely settled. The 
spectre of war on Iran remains - 
indeed with sanctions it has in a 
sense already begun. US imperial 
ambitions remain undiluted - 
Americans must “once again 
become leaders of the world”. 

Obama’s new America is basically 
the traditional one of the founding 
fathers and the constitution, but 
cleansed of its racist stain. 

Expectations 

Last week’s Weekly Worker front 
page, bearing the headline “World’s 
#1 terrorist” above a picture of 
Obama’s face, has met with mixed 


reactions from regular subscribers 
and new readers alike. 

While a lot of people were 
extremely positive about it, many 
tell us that we are being unfair, 
that we should give Obama a chance. 
Let us look at things from another 
perspective. What kind of president 
do the ‘bad men’ want? 

The overall context is the relative 
decline of US power. Add to this the 
more recent problems of potential 
‘imperial overstretch’, with America 
unable to win its wars, and the 
economic crisis. Clearly the suitable 
candidate would be able to lure in 
sections of the working class, yet he 
must not threaten private property and 
American nationalism. Obama ticks the 
boxes so far. 

The prominence of gender and skin 
colour in the election campaign also 
clearly tells us something. The powers- 
that-be in America need to bring the 
young, ethnic minorities and women 
back into the fold, or even regain their 
enthusiasm. In other words, Obama is 
exactly what the ‘bad men’ want. He 
understands the game. 

The chief symptom of Obamania is 
raised hopes (in the abstract), whilst all 
around him have fought hard to keep 
concrete expectations low. One would 
have to look hard in his inaugural 
speech to find anything which is 
beyond a platitude. 

Maybe an Obama presidency will 
trigger a crisis of expectations? An 
equally likely outcome is apathy and 
despair. But America is changing - that 
is for sure - and US communists will 
not be looking for quick-fix solutions, 
which have repeatedly shown 
themselves to be even quicker to 
break Their number one task is to 
organise themselves and to organise 
the working class • 
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Mass movement erupts 

Tens of thousands have shown their solidarity with the people of Gaza. From Birmingham to St Albans and 
from Oxford to Newport there have been spirited local protests. As our reports show, one of the features almost 
everywhere is the influx of young people, especially young Muslims, into the anti-war movement 


I 



London 

Like elsewhere the London demonstration was 
called at very short notice. It was also not very 
well publicised - in part because the Stop the War 
Coalition website had been hacked into, and was 
therefore down for the preceding week. 

In such circumstances the fact that 10,000 
people turned up in Trafalgar Square - just a 
week after the huge January 10 national 
mobilisation - was very pleasing, as were our 
sales of the Weekly Worker. Despite attempts 
by police, media and establishment to play it 
down, there is mass revulsion against Israel’s 
terror attacks and solidarity with the 
population of Palestine. 

The rally featured a range of platform 
speakers, Tony Benn and Lindsey German 
being particularly well received. Among those 
attending were large numbers of young people, 
not least school students. Young Muslims 
appear to have taken the lead and bought their 
school friends along - a feature of all the 
demonstrations since Israel launched its assault. 
The non-aligned left accounted for a good 
proportion of the rest. 

At the end of the rally, a group of about 500 
militant young people, mainly Muslims, carrying 
whatever placards they happened to have 
picked up, marched out of Trafalgar Square. 
Apparently the aim was to head for the Israeli 
embassy in Kensington. 

They were eventually stopped by the 
police in Piccadilly and were dispersed. Some 
anarchists pulled down roadside scaffolding and 
bollards along the way while a police helicopter 
hovered overhead. 

There is a big danger that, in the absence of 
any viable leftwing force, the new layers of youth 
being attracted will simply dissipate • 

Simon Wells 

Halifax 

The local demonstration in the Calder Valley, 
organised by the Halifax Friends of Palestine 
group, was held on Friday January 16. Its size was 
impressive, with around 400-500 present in total. 

At least 90% of those on the march were 
Muslim - overwhelmingly mobilised by the 
Madni mosque, in front of which the 
demonstration assembled. Unfortunately almost 
all of the white people, except for some teenagers 
that joined in on route, were recognisable as old 
hands at this sort of thing. 

Before the march set off, speakers included 
Christine McCafferty (MP for Calder Valley) 


and Linda Riordan, Halifax MP and Labour 
Representation Committee member. There was 
also religious chanting. The march went from the 
mosque, which is situated in an ethnically diverse 
working class area of Halifax, into the town centre. 

There were a number of chants of “Allahu 
akbar” led by those controlling the PA in the van 
heading the march. Most of the slogans, though, 
consisted of “Free, free Palestine - down, down 
Israel” and “Gordon Brown, shame on you”. 

Unfortunately at one point I overheard a 
couple of individuals amongst a small group of 
young Muslim men trying to start a chant of 
“Kill all the Jews”. They seemed to think this was 
a bit of a laugh - however, this simply is not 
funny: quite the opposite. 

After seeing that nobody else was challenging 
them, I went over to object. Such chants are not 
only despicably racist, but also completely 
counterproductive - there are plenty of anti- 
Zionist Jews who support the Palestinians and 
have every right to join demonstrations like 
this without feeling threatened. They pretended 
not to know what I was talking about, but 
nevertheless switched to other slogans. 

We held a rally at the end of the march outside 
the library at the Northgate which was addressed 
by a local Muslim leader and a young Palestinian 
man, who read out some moving messages from 
his relatives in Gaza. All in all, this was an 
impressive demonstration, but the left clearly 
needs to make its presence more felt - though it 
cannot do this effectively until it gets its own 
house in order. 

Later in the day I attended a vigil in the nearby 
town of Hebden Bridge, where around 30 people 
waved flags and held up placards at a road 
junction. Lots of passing drivers tooted in 
support and I helped another comrade from 
Hands Off the People of Iran distribute leaflets. 
A healthy number of Weekly Workers were sold 
during the day • 

Dave Isaacson 

Leeds 

Many Leeds people had joined the big national 
demo in London the previous week, and so a 
bigger turnout was expected on January 17 for 
the march organised by Leeds Coalition Against 
the War. However, although Socialist Workers 
Party comrades in particular were out in force, 
there was actually a decrease - down from around 
700 at the final rally on January 10 to about 550. 

One might have thought that, with activists 
on the ground agitating through the week, 
we would have seen a marked increase, but 
unfortunately this was just not the case. 

The fact that the revolutionary groups were 
more in evidence on the 17th, though, did mean 
that this week’s event was more obviously 
leftwing and more militant. An ex-SWPer sat 
down at the front of the march outside M&S and 
succeeded in halting the whole police-led march 
for a short time. 

The venting of anger was taken out on the 
pro-Zionist owners of the store and it seemed 
for a moment that M&S might be stormed. 
But, as the volume of chanting increased, so 
did the number of police officers defending 
the store front. LCAW stewards pushed on 
to the final rally. 

The LCAW steering committee will meet on 
January 24 and decide whether to hold another 
rally later in the day • 

Sachin Sharma 

North-east 

The north-east hosted two main demonstra¬ 
tions last Saturday - one in Newcastle and an¬ 
other in Middlesbrough. 

The demo in Newcastle was attended by 
200-300 people, but had a less high-profile line¬ 
up of speakers than the Middlesbrough rally, 
which attracted well over 2,000 supporters - a 
significant proportion of Asian descent, 
including many young people. 


Frank Cook, deselected Labour MP for 
Stockton North, and Stephen Hughes MEP 
were among the speakers, but they were unable 
to match the oratorical skills of Respect 
Renewal member Yvonne Ridley and the 
SWP’s Yunus Bakhsh. 

Ridley described Israel as “the real face of 
America” and argued that its actions in Gaza 
were designed to show what sort of treatment 
would be given to anyone who messed with it. 
A ceasefire was desirable, but “not at any price”. 
The siege had to be ended too. 

She praised Hamas’s resistance and said they 
should not give up until they “get the ceasefire 
they want”. She also condemned the Arab 
governments who were servile to the US, 
particularly the Saudi regime and Egyptian 
“pharaoh”, Hosni Mubarak. He was “the biggest 
Zionist”, she said, and the Egyptian people 
should “rise up and tear him down.” 

Citing the example of Birmingham city council, 
Ridley called on the demonstrators to “put their 
councillors on the spot and get Middlesbrough 
to become the first north-east council to ban 
Israeli goods”. 

Yunus Bakhsh gave a typically powerful 
speech, highlighting the media’s misrepresen¬ 
tation of the conflict and how it had ignored the 
100,000-strong demo in London the previous 
weekend. He ended on a disappointing note, 
however, when he too called for “victory to 
Hamas”, echoing the approach we have seen 
the SWP and its allies take towards the Iranian 
clerical regime - ie, that of supporting which¬ 
ever force it sees as opposing US imperialist 
interests, no matter what they may do to 
oppress workers and democrats within their 
own country • 

Steve Cooke 

Sheffield 

For the second consecutive Saturday there was 
a demo in Sheffield city centre, called once again 
primarily by Sheffield Palestine Solidarity 
Campaign. Numbers were slightly down on the 
previous week, but, with no demo in London to 
attend, the left groups were out in force. 

Amongst these were the SWP and Socialist 
Party, who, along with the PCS, provided 
speakers for the rally which took place before a 
short march around the centre. They highlighted 
the plight of the Palestinian people - the death 
toll had risen to around 1,500, a third of whom 
are children. It was rightly pointed out that Israel 
is blatantly targeting buildings containing 
civilians trying to escape the onslaught in its 
supposed war on Hamas. 

Although both the SWP and SP linked the 
current war to wider imperialist aims, they were 
less vocal about the necessary response - 
independent working class organisation guided 
by principled Marxist politics. Still we don’t want 
to risk alienating and confusing the audience 
with the only viable road to freeing the working 
class globally. 

The Alliance for Workers’ Liberty provided 
controversy once again with their “No to IDF, 
no to Hamas” banner. This time it was pulled 
down and destroyed. Apparently rejecting both 
the Israeli armed forces and Hamas is also too 
confusing an argument for people to cope with. 
Ignoring for a moment the soft Zionist politics 
of the AWL, I would defend the right of 
demonstrators to bring criticism of Hamas to pro- 
Gaza events - something which has too often 
been absent. 

However, an organisation whose leading 
theoretician recently asked in the name of what 
alternative Israel should be condemned if it 
launched an attack on Iran, is now widely 
regarded as suspect. Incredibly one of its 
comrades wondered why he was forcibly 
removed from a recent picket of the Israeli 
embassy in London for waving an Israeli flag 
alongside a Palestinian one. In the name of what 
alternative does the AWL condemn Hamas? 

With another national demo organised for next 


week, it is time for the left to critically analyse its 
role at a time when so many people have taken 
to the streets to oppose the latest Zionist outrage 
and imperialist complicity • 

Jamie Tedford 

Exeter 

The most obvious, and heartening, feature 
of the Gaza protest in Exeter was its size - 
local media reported 800 marchers, which 
seemed to me a relatively fair estimate, if a 
little conservative. Not bad for a town of 
80,000 people. 

It dwarfed the previous week’s demo, where 
there were at most 150. Most of the increase is 
probably due to the return of Exeter’s student 
population in the interim, but the demo was by 
no means limited to students - school kids, 
families as well as the ‘unusual suspects’ were 
in attendance too. I’m sure I heard an infant 
gurgling in between the chants (led by Mike 
Gurney of the SWP)! 

Even the students were not simply the 
activists of Socialist Students, Friends 
of Palestine and so on - I came across 
many friends who I had not thought even 
basically politically aware, but who felt 
compelled to turn out in disgust at the 
imperialist-backed massacre. 

To their credit, the SP comrades openly 
called for no confidence in capitalist 
governments - unfortunately, they did not get 
a platform speech, despite a hefty contingent 
on the demo. 

The political level was unsurprisingly very 
low, with platform speakers at the rally featuring 
SWP members, Palestinian students and 
Christian peaceniks alike. No attempt was made 
to tackle the thorny questions of whether the 
UN and international law can be relied upon to 
deliver peace, for example • 

James Turley 

Ireland 

There have been demonstrations across Ireland 
in the last few weeks. The sense of outrage at 
the collective punishment of the Palestinian 
people has been evident in the large numbers 
turning out for marches and meetings. 

The protestors are mainly drawn from the 
existing left and sections of the working class 
radicalised by the events of the last three weeks 
in Gaza. The Muslim population in Ireland is 
relatively small, but it has had a visible presence. 
New committees have sprung up and the 
Ireland Palestine Solidarity Campaign (IPSC) - 
recently in reality confined to Dublin - stands 
to grow qualitatively. 

Bus workers in Cork organised a convoy of 
medical supplies and other materials donated by 
the working class in the city. Similar initiatives 
have been taken in other parts of the country. I 
would not dismiss these efforts as charity, but 
as working class solidarity with the people of 
Gaza in their struggle. 

But we need to go much further and build our 
class as a real political force, able to provide 
answers to the barbarity of capitalism, rather than 
be limited to protests and picking up the pieces. 

The IPSC puts great emphasis on the 
boycott of Israeli goods as a protest tactic. 
Demonstrations have been held at major 
supermarkets and customers leafleted. But, 
while useful in raising awareness, a consumer 
boycott is by its nature individualised and 
usually ineffective. 

Also at present it is highly unlikely to have 
much effect on the heavily subsidised Israeli 
economy. The boycott of South African goods 
in the 1980s was notable particularly for the refusal 
of Dunnes Stores workers to handle Cape fruit. 
We should learn lessons from this and have an 
orientation to the organised workers’ movement. 

Demonstrations and other events are planned 
again for this coming Saturday • 

Anne McShane 
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PALESTINE 


Zionist imperatives and 


There is a way out of the hell to which the Palestinian masses have been consigned by Israel. Jack Conrad 
outlines a communist approach 


H amas, the Islamic Resistance Movement, 
has not been finished off by the Israeli 
military’s 52-day onslaught. Though 
around 1,400 Palestinians have been killed - 
doubtless including many Hamas leaders, 
members and fighters - its standing is probably 
higher than ever. Recruits will flock to join Hamas 
... and not only in Gaza. 

Israel’s generals, security bureaucrats and 
war cabinet surely never aimed to destroy 
Hamas. So why did the Israeli government agree 
to give the go-ahead for opening full-scale 
hostilities on December 27 2008? Qassam and 
Grad rockets launched against southern Israel 
had little or nothing to do with it. Militarily they 
are utterly insignificant. An exasperated but 
futile protest against Israel’s continued blockade 
of Gaza and a desperate propagandistic gesture 
of Islamic defiance. 

However, within Israel, Hamas rockets did 
provide convenient political cover to excuse daily 
air raids and, on January 3, the entry of ground 
forces. As calculated, the whole operation netted 
widespread support amongst the Jewish Israeli 
population. Approval ratings stood at over 90% 
throughout. With a general election pending on 
February 10 - from which Arab parties are banned 
- this counts as a stunning success. Tzipi Livni, 
vice-prime minister, foreign minister and leader of 
Kadima, wants, along with other ministers in Ehud 
Olmert’s coalition government, to be seen to be 
tough on Hamas and tough on the Palestinians. 

Then there was the November-January 
interregnum between the outgoing and incoming 
administrations of George W Bush and Barack 
Obama. With a power vacuum paralysing 
Washington, the Israeli political establishment 
saw a golden opportunity to set the short to 
middle-term agenda in the Middle East. 

There could have been a high-risk air strike on 
Iran’s nuclear facilities. Israeli hawks noisily 
clamour for a “pre-emptive” strike to stop Iran 
building nuclear weapons. Avigdor Lieberman, 
leader of the rightwing party, Israel Beitenu, says 
that “to accept an Iranian nuclear bomb in 2010 is 
like accepting Hitler’s election in 1933. A nuclear 
Iran is like Hitler with nuclear weapons.” 1 As 
things turned out, it was Hamas that was 
singled out. Far nearer at hand and a far easier 
victim for the Israeli Defence Force to pummel, 
make an example of and thus redeem its 
tarnished reputation after the ignominious 2006 
failure in Lebanon. 

Another calculation. In the longer term Israel 
has every interest in making life so intolerable, 
so humiliating, so insecure for the native Arab 
population that another bout of forcible ethnic¬ 
cleaning would be accompanied by a voluntary 
exodus from Gaza and the West Bank and Israel 
itself. 

Dispossession 

Far-right nationalist and religious Zionists crazily 
envisage a greater Israel - based on various 
biblical passages: Genesis, Numbers, Ezikiel. At 
its largest extent their Land of Israel stretches 
from the Nile to the Euphrates. 2 Of course, any 
such Israel would come with a poisoned chalice. 
An oppressed Arab majority. The Zionist 
conquistadors would have to permanently deny 
them elementary democratic rights. That or the 
newly acquired Arab population would have to 
be driven out in their many millions. 

Such grotesque fantasies aside, present-day 
Israel is the last ongoing colonial-settler 
project. The aliyah (in Hebrew ‘ascent’ - or 
migration to Israel) therefore constitutes a 
fundamental part of the Zionist programme and 
is enshrined in Israel’s Taw of return’ (enacted 
by the Knesset, Israel’s parliament, in July 
1950). Any Jew, no matter where they live, no 
matter how dubious their Jewish antecedence, 
has the legal right to assisted settlement in 
Israel, as well as automatic citizenship. 

A heterogeneous mixture of the genuinely 
desperate, the cruelly duped, secular dreamers, 
religious fanatics and cheap adventurers 
have come to the promised land over the 
years. Between 1948 and 1992 Israel took in 
2,242,500 Jewish migrants. The bulk from 


eastern Europe - displaced by Word War II - 
the centres of Jewry in the Arab world and 
the Soviet Union. Nowadays, however, the 
flow of migrants has reduced to a mere trickle: 
mainly they come from the former Soviet 
Union, North America and Ethiopia. 

Remarkably, some 85% of Ethiopia’s Jewish 
population, the Falasha or Habashim, 120,000 of 
them so far, have gone to Israel under the law 
of return. Though some bitterly complain of 
discrimination and that amongst Jews they 
occupy the lowest economic position, there can 
be no doubt that since 1985 the Israeli state has 
gone to extraordinary lengths to facilitate their 
migration and subsequent assimilation. In 1984- 
85 10,000 Ethiopian Jews, victims of famine, were 
airlifted to Israel via Sudan. 

Israel needs people. Or, put more accurately, 
Israel needs Jewish people. Even a little Israel 
goes hand in hand with Jewish immigration and 
conflict with and expulsion of the Palestinian 
natives. All keenly felt and bitterly resented 
throughout the Arab world. 

There are over 4.5 million UN-registered 
Palestinian refugees - in Gaza, the West Bank, 
Jordan, Syria and Lebanon. 3 There is also a 
Palestinian diaspora living in Saudi Arabia, the 
Gulf states, Britain, Germany, Chile, Argentina, 
the US and many more countries besides. 
Meanwhile, Israel’s remaining 1.5 million 
Palestinian Arabs are treated as second-class 
citizens. Officially, after all, Israel was founded 
as and continues to be a Jewish state. 

Since 1967 Israel’s main arms supplier has 
been the US. Before that it was France. Not that 
there was an instant love affair between the two 
countries. George Marshall, president Harry S 
Truman’s secretary of state, was more than cool 
about recognising Israel in May 1948. Nor was 
John Foster Dulles, Dwight Eisenhower’s 
secretary of state, pro-Israel. It was the rise of 
Arab nationalism and the turn towards the 
Soviet Union instigated by Egypt’s Gamal 
Abdul Nasser (1918-70), that led to a US shift. 
From 1958 the US-Israel alliance slowly 
expanded in scope, considerably deepened 
after the Six Day War of 1967 and then took its 
present form after the Yom Kippur War of 1973 
and the Egyptian-Israeli 1979 peace treaty. 4 

US aid to Israel amounted to S3.2 billion in the 
years from 1949-73. In the 1974-97 period it 
amounted to $75 billion. Today Washington 
financially underwrites Israel and provides a huge 
military aid package worth S3 billion annually. 
In return for imperial sponsorship, Israel acts 
as the regional guard dog (a region which not 
insignificantly possesses something like 50% of 
the world’s readily accessible oil reserves). 

Those on the left who welcomed the election 
of Barack Obama - the Morning Star's Communist 
Party of Britain, George Galloway, Stop the War 
Coalition - because they hope he will chart a 
fundamentally different, peaceful, more even- 
handed course in the Middle East, will be sadly 
disappointed. US imperialism is in relative decline, 
world capitalism faces the deepest economic 
crisis since the 1930s and with the Keynesian 
emergency rescue programmes national 
antagonisms are bound to become more acute. 
Structural causes of war. 

Obama is, of course, committed to upholding 
“Christian values” - though “intellectually”, he 
says, he has “drawn as much from Judaism as any 
other faith”. 5 Obama will surely continue George 
W Bush’s policy of unwavering support for Israel. 
Indeed he has been perfectly candid about this: 
“I will do everything in my power to prevent Iran 
from obtaining a nuclear weapon ... Let there be 
no doubt: I will always keep the threat of military 
action on the table to defend our security and our 
ally, Israel”. 6 Obama’s choice of White House 
chief of staff is instructive. Rahm Emanuel’s father 
was a fervent supporter of the Irgun terrorist 
group and he himself has a long and active pro- 
Israeli record. 7 

Since 1947-48 Israel has repeatedly fought, 
invaded and defeated its Arab neighbours: the 
Gaza war being only the most recent example of 
Israeli aggression. Its armed forces are vastly 
superior, compared with any Arab country or 


any conceivable combination of them. Armchair 
generals rank Israel as the fourth or fifth most 
powerful state on the face of the planet. 

Fragmented 

Territorially Palestinian politics are cleaved 
between Hamas in Gaza and Fatah on the 
West Bank. Two statelets for one people. 
Uncompromisingly, the 1988 Hamas charter 
demands an end to the Zionist state of Israel and 
its replacement by a single Islamic state of 
Palestine. True, though Hamas doggedly 
refuses to recognise Israel, it has offered a “long¬ 
term truce” in return for Israel withdrawing from 
all territories it has occupied since 1967. Yet Israel 
has no wish to treat with Hamas. After the Hamas 
landslide victory in the January 2006 Palestine 
Authority elections and the Fatah June coup in 
the West Bank, Israel imposed its asphyxiating 
blockade on Gaza. 

Meanwhile, leaders of the Palestinian Liberation 
Organisation - dominated by Fatah - plead for 
peace and what they still credit as a two-state 
solution. The PLO’s present line dates back to 
1988, when the demand for a return to the status 
quo ante 1948 was formally abandoned. Fatah had 
been steadily moving in this direction since the 
mid-70s, however, the real turning point was the 
US-brokered Oslo accord, signed in August 1993 
by PLO chairman Yasser Arafat (1929-2004) and 
Israeli prime minister Yitzhak Rabin (1922-95). The 
PLO effectively conceded Israeli hegemony over 
the whole of mandate Palestine in return for limited 
self-government in Gaza and the West Bank. 
Abject surrender. The vital questions of Jewish 
settlements and the right of Palestinians to 
return to their lands were put aside. A diplomatic 
coup for Israel. 

Nowadays PLO leaders say they would accept 
a West Bank and Gaza solution - with “minor” 
adjustments, including Israeli control over the 
new and much extended Jewish neighbourhoods 
in Jerusalem. Palestinian refugees are to have the 
“right of return” only to this “demilitarised” state. 8 

Israeli politics are notoriously fragmented. At 
least a dozen parties, coalitions and blocs are 
represented in the Knesset. But virtually the 
entire Israeli Jewish spectrum oppose any kind 
of democratic settlement with the Palestinians. 
The nationalist and religious hard right has 
absolutely no truck with Palestinian statehood. 
Centrists and liberals pay lip service. Only the 
left, the peace camp, seems serious about a two- 
state solution: and that means Palestinians 
getting the West Bank and Gaza, and nothing 
more. Note that working class politics in Israel, 
to the extent that it exists, are still those of a 
labour aristocracy. 

Amongst imperialist politicians the aim is 
transparently clear. Isolate Hamas. Neutralise 
Palestinian militancy. Persuade their leaders and 
opinion-makers to accept the legitimacy of the 
Zionist state. Let the exile and refugee camp 
population resign themselves to defeat. In other 
words, never-ending subordination and a 
bifurcated statelet or, even more likely, a series of 
disconnected, impoverished reservations. 

That is what Tony Blair’s mission on behalf 
of the Quartet - USA, European Union, United 
Nations and Russia - amounts to. Meanwhile, 
Israeli-Jewish settlements and outposts on the 
West Bank proliferate and expand. Conditions of 
the Palestinian masses continue to deteriorate. 
There are well over 460,000 Israeli citizens living 
on the West Bank (including east Jerusalem). 

Built on less than 3% of the land, due to the 
extensive network of settler ‘corridor’ roads 
and restrictions on Palestinian access, Israeli 
settlements now “dominate more than 40% of the 
West Bank”. Then there is Israel’s so-called 
security wall. It has annexed 56 settlements, 
incorporating 76% of the settler population. That 
and the “matrix of settlements” cuts the West 
Bank up into four ‘cantons’. 9 

Left in Britain 

Conventionally, in Britain at least, what passes 
for the mainstream left damns Zionism as 
almost akin to fascism. Ignoring the history, 
power, connections and wishes of the Israeli- 


Jewish population, there is the call for the 
abolition of Israel and a single state of Palestine. 

Jews, most of whom consider themselves 
secular, will paradoxically be allowed religious 
freedom, but not national rights under most such 
schemes. There are some 5.5 million Israeli Jews. 
About 10-11 million Palestinians worldwide; but 
only 6-7 million of them live in Israel, the occupied 
territories, Syria, Jordan and Lebanon. 

It is fair to say, then, that the projected single 
Palestinian state would include roughly 
equivalent numbers of Hebrews and Arabs. 
Presuming, that is, there is no forcible movement 
of peoples. No attempt to drive the Jews into the 
sea. No closure of refugee camps and dumping 
of Palestinians over the other side of the border 
by Lebanon (where they suffer discrimination 
and are barely tolerated). No rescinding of 
citizenship rights and mass deportation from 
Jordan (where Palestinians are highly integrated). 
No round-up and expulsion of Palestinian 
workers in Saudi Arabia, etc. 

At its most perverted, the call for the 
destruction of Israel by the left in Britain - as 
noted above, long since abandoned by Fatah 
and the PLO - blurs over into the kind of anti¬ 
semitism preached in the 19th century by Mikhail 
Bakunin. Eg, under Gerry Healy (1913-89), the 
Workers Revolutionary Party and its colour daily 
paper Newsline pumped out an endless stream 
of demented nonsense, much with “strongly 
anti-semitic undertones” (quote from an internal 
investigation conducted by a special 
commission of the International Committee of the 
Fourth International - a body which till then had 
been run and controlled by the WRP). ‘Zionist’ 
was used as a code word for ‘Jew’. 

The call for a single Palestinian state “may seem 
completely utopian”, owns up the Socialist 
Workers Parly’s Alex Callinicos. He also correctly 
states: “For over 30 years the Palestinian 
movement, supported by much of the left and 
progressive opinion worldwide, has had an official 
policy” for two states. Undaunted, he claims, 
however, that there is “very clear evidence that 
the two-state solution cannot work”. Crucially, 
there exists, he says, the “massive imbalance of 
power between the two sides. Israel is one of the 
greatest military powers in the world, backed and 
subsidised by the US”. 10 

He is right. Well, at least when it comes to 
the balance of power. The contrast between 
Israel and the Palestinian side could hardly be 
greater. The remit of the Palestinian Authority 
now only extends to the Palestinian ‘cantons’ 
of the West Bank. Moreover, the Palestinian 
Authority is financially dependent on a drip 
feed provided by outside powers such as the 
European Union. A drip feed which can be cut 
off at a whim (as Hamas in Gaza soon 
discovered). Israeli policy is calculated to 
maintain this massive imbalance - to keep the 
Palestinians weak, dependent and prone. 

Yet to argue on this basis that a two-state 
solution cannot work is akin to arguing that 
the left in the second half of the 19th century 
was wrong to have campaigned for Irish 
independence. After all, Britain was then the 
world’s pre-eminent economic and naval power 
and had a population some 10 times larger than 
Ireland’s. Even without the 1921 division, Ireland 
would have remained economically dependent on 
and militarily vulnerable to its mighty neighbour. 

Of course, the two-state solution fought for by 
Karl Marx, Fredrick Engels and the First 
International was primarily about establishing 
independent working class politics in Britain. If 
they are to become a ruling class, workers must 
first have their own foreign policy. That, by 
definition, necessitated standing against the 
oppression of other nations. 

Hence it is pertinent to ask exactly who is going 
to establish the single Palestinian state. In other 
words, we come to the vital matter of agency. After 
all, according to no less than comrade Callinicos 
himself, the Palestinians are incapable of 
achieving any kind of viable state alongside Israel 
by their efforts alone. Perhaps what the SWP 
envisages is a combination of Lebanon’s 
Hezbollah, Hamas and Muslim Brotherhood 
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governments in Egypt, Syria and Jordan. 

An anti-working class agency if ever there 
was one. Such a pan-Islamic alliance would 
hardly produce a secular Palestinian state. 
Nor would it produce a democratic 
Palestinian state. True, if such an unlikely 
conjuncture were to happen - and, just as 
unlikely, achieve military victory over Israel - 
it would probably trigger a mass exodus of 
Jews. Weyman Bennett, of the SWP’s central 
committee, would doubtless welcome such an 
outcome. On the January 10 2009 Gaza 
demonstration in London he was heard 
shouting, “Smash capitalism, smash Israel” 
and demanding that Israeli Jews “should go 
back to where they came from ... New York or 
wherever.” 11 But neither the military nor the 
international balance of forces can be wished 
away. A simple statement of fact. 

No democratic solution can be won without 
the consent of Israeli Jews, or at least a 
considerable swathe of them. Yet the fact is, 
despite the warnings, pained outrage and 
courage of Israeli-Jewish socialists, anti-Zionists 
and pacifists, the population at large consistently, 
often overwhelmingly, supports the wars of their 
political masters, irrespective of the hatred of 
Israel that this inevitably engenders. 

Why? Israel is a colonial-settler state and all 
such states face a fundamental problem. What 
to do with the people whose land has been 
robbed? During the wars of 1947-49 and 1967 well 
over a million Palestinians fled or were forcibly 
driven out and those who remain - constituting 
some 20% of its population - form a disaffected 
underclass of second-class citizens. 

Both the Palestinian enemy within and the 
Palestinian enemy without engender a state of 
insecurity. Israeli Jews collectively and 
individually live alongside those whom they have 
dispossessed. Understandably, the Israeli-Jewish 
population feels under constant threat and 
therefore - frightened, insecure, maddened - 
willingly supports, urges on even the most 
misjudged acts of Israeli aggression, oppression 
and state terrorism. The hope is to crush or finally 
remove the Palestinians. An oppressor’s peace. 

Does it follow that Israel cannot make peace 
with the Palestinians? That any Israeli settlement 
with the Palestinians is bound to be phoney? 
There can certainly be no democratic settlement 
with Israel as a Zionist state - any more than there 
can be with an Islamic Palestine. Nevertheless, 
the Israeli-Jewish people, the Hebrew nation, is a 
real, living entity and cannot be dismissed or 
discounted, just because Israel began and 
continues as a settler colonial state - albeit not of 
the standard kind (migrants to Israel originate not 
mainly from a single home country). Zionism is, 
of course, a nationalism sui generis. While it now 
boasts a homeland, Zionism claims purchase over 
the loyalty of all Jews: ie, the majority of the 
people-religion who do not live in Israel and who 
do not speak Hebrew. 

Israel emerges out of the last phase of the 
British empire, covered with the blood, grime 
and dirt of unforgivable crimes. No-one should 
forget. That said, there is no reason for refusing 
to recognise the definite, historically 
constituted Hebrew nation which took state 
form with the May 14 1948 declaration of Israeli 
independence and the nakba. 

Since then millions of Jews have migrated to 
Israel, learnt Hebrew, intermarried, had children, 
assimilated and made and remade the Israeli- 
Jewish nation. This recent historical phenomenon 
has to be distinguished from the much older and 
much wider Jewish people-religion. The Israeli- 
Jewish nation inhabits the territory of Israel and 
uses Hebrew as its everyday language. 

Of course, most, if not all, the world’s states 
came into existence by way of ghastly 
oppression. But, while fully taking into account 
history, any consistently democratic programme 
must be squarely based on contemporary realities 
- crucially human facts on the ground - not on 
abstract, futile or potentially cataclysmic attempts 
to turn back the clock. 

Abolition of Zionist Israel, terminating the legal 
privileges granted to Jews, halting expansionism 
and ending the oppression of the Palestinians 
are basic democratic demands. None of that, 
however, should be taken as synonymous with 
an eviscerating reconstruction of the pre-1948 
situation. One might just as well call for the 


abolition of the US, Canada, Australia, New 
Zealand, etc, and a return of lands to the enfeebled 
remnants of the aboriginal populations. 

The only realistic, progressive and humane 
programme must be based on a mutual 
recognition by both Palestinians and Israeli Jews 
of each other’s national rights. Needless to say, it 
would be an excellent thing if both nations chose 
to happily live side by side in a binational secular 
state or, even better, to merge together in a single, 
centralised state. Why on earth would any rational 
human being wish to oppose either such 
outcome? The question is, though, how to arrive 
at the desired destination? Given where we are 
situated today, our discussion must necessarily 
include process as well as agency. 

For Islamists like Hamas, and sadly for much 
of the left in Britain, what Israeli Jews want 
matters not a jot - the Hebrew nation is an artificial 
implant, an ally of US imperialism and from the 
start has oppressed the Palestinians. Therefore, 
so the argument goes, Israeli Jews have no right 
to determine the kind of state they wish to live 
under. Hence we find either explicit or implicit 
plans for - or, more likely, dreams of - military 
conquest (which serve in practice to perpetuate 
national divisions). 

Let us imagine, for the sake of argument, that 
such an outcome was on the cards. Israeli Jews 
would not meekly accept it. They would in all 
probability desperately fight, with all means at 
their disposal ... and at huge cost in terms of 
economic disruption and human suffering. There 
is also, of course, the consequent certainty that a 
single Palestinian state born from a violent 
caesarean operation, would, as Karl Kautsky 
warned in 1921, merely see the poles of 
oppression reversed. 12 Israeli Jews would become 
dispossessed second-class citizens. 

However, as the more realistic proponents of a 
single Palestinian state readily admit, Israel cannot 
be disposed of so easily. Yes, Israel is allied to the 
most powerful nation on earth and is a regional 
superpower in its own right (the IDF’s inability to 
destroy Hezbollah in the 2006 Lebanon war does 
not detract from that). 

Furthermore, the majority of Israeli Jews 
are fanatically nationalistic. Under present 
circumstances they would not even consider a 
single Palestinian state, within which “minorities” 
- not least they, the Israeli-Jewish half of the 
population - are to be given “full” religious but 
not national rights: that is, the right to self- 
determination, up to and including the right to 
separate. The whole of the 20th century since 
1933, but especially the 1943-45 holocaust, 
ensures that. Without military conquest - a highly 
unlikely and in and of itself an unwelcome 
outcome - the immediate demand for a single¬ 
state solution is both unhelpful and illusory. 13 
While the demand sounds reassuringly militant, 
it offers precious little in terms of bringing about 
a rapprochement between the two peoples and 
advancing working class interests. 

A democratic solution 

Needless to say, ours is not a solution to be 
negotiated by or presided over by Kadima and 
Fatah or Likud and Hamas. Progressive Israeli 
Jews must be won to champion the right of 
Palestinians to a separate state, which evidently, 
if it is to be viable, must cover a much larger area 
than Gaza and the West Bank. Everything - 
population numbers, socio-economic coherence, 
historical wrongs, national antagonisms - 
demands a contiguous Palestinian state. A state 
which joins Gaza and the West Bank and has east 
Jerusalem as its capital. 

Progressive Palestinians must likewise 
champion the right of Israeli Jews to a separate, 
non-Zionist state centred on eastern Judea, the 
coastal Akko, Sharon and the Philistean plain and 
Galilee. That is where the vast majority of Israeli 
Jews live. Whether Tel Aviv (Israel’s cultural and 
economic centre) or west Jerusalem serves as the 
capital can be left open-ended. Tel Aviv is the 
obvious choice. Anyway, only on such a 
reciprocal basis is it possible to overcome national 
antagonisms and look forward to the eventual 
unity of the two peoples. 

Both states must, of course, be democratic and 
secular. Appropriate rights must be accorded to 
minorities. And there are linguistic, religious and 
ethnic minorities in both proposed states: 
Palestinian Arabs in the new Israel, Hebrews in 


the new Palestine. And let us not forget the Arab 
Christians, Bedouins, Druze and Muslim 
Circassians who would also live in both states. 
The suggestion that communists call for ‘pure’ 
national-religious states - Israeli-Jewish 
and/or Muslim Palestinian - is either malign 
misrepresentation or the result of sheer ignorance. 
There are few, if any, ‘pure’ states and the left 
should always support/advocate the deepest and 
widest voluntary unity of peoples that objective 
circumstances permit. 

So without doubt the Israeli-Jewish state we 
advocate will include within its borders minorities 
which should be voluntarily assimilated and 
therefore not discriminated against. Those who 
cannot, or will not, grasp this elementary point, 
desert not just Marxism, but basic common sense. 
In addition, there must be substantial 
compensation for the Palestinian people from the 
state of Israel. They should be compensated for 
the historic injustice they have suffered and be 
hauled out of poverty. That means financial 
transfers, building programmes, redirecting 
water supplies, the return of land, etc. 

Arab nation 

No democratic solution for the Israel/Palestine 
conflict can be achieved in isolation. Objective 
circumstances simply do not permit it. That is 
as certain as anything can be certain in this 
uncertain world. 

Top Israeli politicians either implicitly threaten 
yet another bout of horrible ethnic-cleansing, or, 
at best, offer a so-called two-state solution 
whereby Palestinians are left with nothing but 
Gaza and a “cantonised” West Bank. Sad to say, 
the leaders of Kadima, Shas, Likud, National 
Union, Labour, etc are thoroughly representative. 
There can be no doubt about it. A clear majority 
of the Israeli population, including the trade 
unions and the working class, desire an 
oppressor’s peace. Polls show most Israeli Jews 
- ie, 64% of respondents - want to see Israeli Arabs 
removed from the country. 14 

By themselves the Palestinians - debilitatingly 
split between Hamas and Fatah - palpably lack 
the ability to achieve anything beyond abject 
surrender or hopeless resistance. Certainly not a 
single Palestinian state where Israeli Jews have 
“full” religious rights but no national rights 
(advocated by the SWP, etc). Nor, for that matter, 
two geographically roughly equal democratic 
and secular states (which this writer favours). 
Economic resources, military power and 
international connections all massively favour the 
Israeli side and militate against the Palestinians. 

Hence the question of agency and the 
determining relationship between means and 
ends. A democratic, two-state solution for IsraeP 
Palestine must be seen as part of the process of 
creating a progressive counterbalance to US 
power in the region. 

In isolation, establishing two secular, 
democratic republics - one in a redrawn Israel, 
the other in a redrawn Palestine - would be 
constantly blocked and undermined. In the first 
place, of course, by the existing Israeli regional 
guard dog. That failing (an unlikely event), US 
imperialism would intervene, using its full might 
(the same applies to a single Palestinian state 
imposed against the will of the majority of 
Israel’s population). 

There is, however, a way to cut through the 
Gordian knot. Widen the strategic front. There 
are nearly 300 million Arabs in a contiguous 
territory that stretches from the Atlantic 
Ocean, across north Africa, down the Nile to 
north Sudan, and all the way to the Persian 
Gulf and up to the Caspian Sea. 

Though studded here and there with 
national minorities - Kurds, Assyrians, Turks, 
Armenians, Berbers, etc - there is a definite 
Arab or Arabised community. Despite being 
separated into 25 different states and divided 
by religion and religious sect - Sunni, Shi’ite, 
Alaouite, Ismaili, Druze, Orthodox Christian, 
Catholic Christian, Maronite, Nestorian, etc - 
they share a strong bond of pan-Arab 
consciousness, born not only of a common 
language, but of a closely related history. 

Arabs are binational. There are Moroccans, 
Yemenis, Egyptians, Jordanians, etc. But there is 
also a wider Arab identity which has its origins 
going back to the Muslim conquests of the 7th 
and 8th centuries. 


The most well known candidate for Arab 
unifier was Nasser. This uncrowned Bonaparte 
led the Free Officers’ revolution in 1952, which 
overthrew the pro-British monarchy of Farouk I. 
Nasser then oversaw a radical agrarian reform 
programme, nationalised the Suez canal, allied 
Egypt with the Soviet Union and put his country 
on the course of state-capitalist development. 
This went hand in hand with crushing both the 
Muslim Brotherhood and the working class 
movement. 

Nasser called it ‘Arab socialism’. Especially 
with his success in the 1956 crisis - an Israeli 
invasion followed by a pre-planned joint French 
and British intervention and then an unexpected 
American veto - Nasser’s popularity soared 
throughout the Arab world. Pro-Nasser Arab 
socialist parties, groups and conspiracies were 
sponsored or established themselves. His name 
became almost synonymous with pan-Arabism. 

Nasser demanded that natural resources be 
used for the benefit of all Arabs. Hugely popular 
with those below. Everyone knew he meant oil. 
Of course, the house of Saud instantly became 
an implacable enemy. Yet because of mass 
pressure the Ba’athist authorities in Syria sought 
a merger. Despite the repression suffered by their 
co-thinkers in Egypt, the ‘official communists’ and 
the Syrian branch of the Muslim Brotherhood 
likewise favoured unity. 

The United Arab Republic was formed 
on February 1 1958. Nasser was appointed 
president and Cairo became the capital. Yet 
the UAR proved fleeting. Syrian capitalists 
did not gain access to the Egyptian market 
and Egyptian administrative personnel were 
painted by Syrian officers, bureaucrats and 
top politicians as acting like colonial officials. 
The union ignominiously collapsed in 1961. 
Opposition came from the Damascus street. 
However, from then onwards the UAR became 
a hollow pretence. It united no other country 
apart from Egypt. 

The 1967 Six Day war with Israel proved to be 
the final straw for Nasserism. Israel’s blitzkrieg 
destroyed the airforces of Egypt, Syria and 
Jordan on the ground and by the end of the short¬ 
lived hostilities Israel occupied the Sinai, the West 
Bank and the Golan Heights. Nasser was 
humiliated and died soon after a broken man. 

Evidently, Arab reunification remains a burning, 
but unfulfilled task. The fact that Nasser’s short¬ 
lived UAR saw the light of day is testimony to 
mass support for Arab unity. What was a potent 
sentiment in the 1950s and well into the 1970s 
needs to be revived in the 21st century and given 
a new democratic and class content. 

Communists need to take the lead in the fight 
for pan-Arab unity. A task inseparable from the 
struggle for socialist revolution and the 
formation of mass Marxist parties - first in each 
Arab country and then throughout the Arab 
world. A Communist Party of Arabia. 

What of reconciliation between Israeli Jews 
and the Palestinians? In my opinion this can only 
happen in the context of ending the US-UK 
occupation of Iraq, sweeping away the House 
of Saud, the petty Gulf sheikdoms, the corrupt 
regimes in Egypt, Syria and Libya, the Hashemite 
kingdom in Jordan and the creation of a 
centralised Arab republic. The form we envisage 
for working class rule • 
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Burnt by mendacity 

Mark Steel What’s going on? Simon and Schuster, 2008, pp252, £12.99 



M ark Steel is one of Britain’s most 
prominent socialist comedians, known 
not just on the stand-up circuit, but 
also for his appearances on television and radio 
(not least his ‘Mark Steel lectures’ series) and 
as an author. Before this book he had published 
two previous memoirs - It’s not a runner bean 
(1996) and Reasons to be cheerful (2001) - and a 
hilarious book on the French Revolution - Vive 
la revolution (2003). 

Mark Steel’s latest offering, What’s going on?, 
is a much less optimistic book - many have 
referred to it as “dark” - though Mark does end 
on a note of hope. I found it to be less 
consistently funny than his previous offerings, 
though that is not to say it will not get you 
laughing. I found it very difficult to connect with 
much of comrade Steel’s material on what he 
calls the “mid-life madness” he has suffered 
since he turned 40. Perhaps this is just down to 
us being of different generations, but I found 
many of his ruminations on this - one of his main 
themes - to be more moany than insightful or 
funny. At times I wanted to grab hold of him and 
tell him to get a grip. But, while this made me lose 
interest at times, it did not ruin the book or make 
me give up altogether. 

There are plenty of passages which make 
you laugh out loud - it certainly did me. Mark 
is as brilliant as ever in taking on the political 
establishment and making a mockery of them. 
But this fact will be of no surprise to anyone 
already familiar with his material. What is 
of particular interest is that he also uses What’s 
going on? to look at the left - not least in giving 
his take on the Socialist Workers Party. Here 
too, Mark ably makes the ridiculous appear ... 
well, ridiculous. 

Comrade Steel was a member of the SWP 
for around 30 years up until leaving the 
organisation roughly a year ago. In the 
period before he left, he had become 
increasingly disillusioned with the dishonest 
accounting for problems and mistakes and most 
of all with the mendacity of its leadership. Like 
any honest person, Mark noticed the dwindling 
number of active members and the decline of the 
organisation’s public presence. There are many 
brilliant examples of this, and the bizarre levels 
of denial that existed within the SWP. 

Mark tells us that “at one regional meeting for 
the whole of South London there were around 
50 people, of which none was under 30. These 
meetings used to attract four times as many, so 
I hoped there’d be an attempt to explain how this 
could be rectified. Instead four people began 
their speeches by saying, ‘This is the most 
exciting political time of my life.’ To which the 
only sane response was, ‘What - this?’ Were 
they really thinking, ‘Nelson Mandela being 
released was so-so, but I never thought I’d 
experience 50 middle-aged people slouched in a 
church hall’” (p43). 

And, while the membership was in a 
worrying state of denial, the leadership was 
engaged in outright lying. Numbers for the 
SWP’s Marxism festival have been going down 
pretty much year on year over the recent 
period. When Mark attempted to get one of 
the organisers to explain what was going on, they 
responded by “telling me the figures certainly 
weren’t down and more people than ever had 
come from Leicester, and I must be imagining 
things, when I found myself almost banging my 
head on the table and shouting, ’Can’tyou 
see - the bar’s empty?’ with the desperation of 
someone telling an anorexic that they’re not 
fucking fat” (p45). 

But alongside the decline of the SWP 
comrade Steel saw other movements 
around anti-capitalism and Stop the War being 
able to reach out to the public, particularly 
young people. Why were organised socialists 
failing to do the same? “I found myself listening 
to people from a variety of campaigns, 
movements and parties, and really listening, not 
just to argue with them, but saying, ‘Hmm, I think 
you’re right.’ This was a weird sensation, like 
your first joint or how I imagine you feel the day 
you become a Buddhist” (pi 15). 

But where are these movements even now, 
Mark? They come and go. Stop the War is the 


only one still around, sustained (but also 
strategically crippled) by the organised 
socialists (the SWP), who keep it ticking over 
between imperialist or Zionist outrages on an 
endless diet of marches. Certainly socialists 
should be involved in and seek to guide 
spontaneous movements and engage in an 
imaginative and open-minded way. I was in the 
SWP at the height of the anti-capitalist movement 
and saw first hand the way our undemocratic way 
of working pissed off countless activists. 

But alternatives like consensus decision¬ 
making were not the way forward either. 
SWPers were happy to use them when it suited 
them, such as at the European Social Forum 
meetings, where they were a stubborn 
minority. Groups like Schnews were right to 
dub the SWP’s Globalise Resistance front 
‘Monopolise Resistance’, but they offered 
nothing better. The idea of a principled 
revolutionary socialist party organised along 
democratic centralist lines is not the problem. 
The problem is that the SWP is not one. 

Of course, the SWP has been thrown into 
turmoil since Mark left. The war that broke out 
between two wings of the organisation’s 
leadership led to the collapse of the SWP’s 
version of ‘collective cabinet responsibility’ 
- used to keep the membership in the dark 
about differences on the central committee. 
Leading members such as Lindsey 
German now reveal that out of the SWP’s 
paper membership of 6,000 only about a 
tenth of this can really be considered active. 
Of course, comrade German did not release 
this information for the benefit of the 
membership, but for the factional advantage 
of the CC minority. 

However, all this has allowed space for the 
membership to become involved in a debate 
about the future of the SWP. Whilst those 
around Neil Davidson do not go nearly far 
enough in their calls for a more generous 
democracy, it is a good sign that they are 
beginning to speak up for themselves. 

It was just over a year ago, in the last round 
of pre-conference discussion bulletins, that it 
became apparent that Mark Steel had become 
so fed up with the situation inside the SWP. 


Prior to this, while the SWP leadership was 
supporting Tony Blair’s anti-democratic 
Racial and Religious Hatred Bill, Mark had 
used his column in The Independent to rightly 
slam it as an attack on free speech. Previously 
he had always appeared as a loyal SWPer in 
public. Then late in 2007 he submitted an 
article for the Pre-Conference Bulletin 
questioning why the SWP was in decline and 
why the leadership was trying to hide this fact 
from the membership by telling them things 
like, “We have to redefine the definition of a 
member” (pi72). Those who leave the SWP 
are kept on the books for two years as 
‘unregistered members’! 

After submitting his article, comrade 
Steel tells us: “I received a reply that 
almost made me clap with admiration. The 
article couldn’t be printed, I was told, 
because according to their records I 
hadn’t been a member for the past six years. 
You had to acknowledge its effective, 
crude simplicity” (pi89). Membership had 
obviously been ‘redefined’ again. The 
leadership, having claimed that Mark had 
not been paying his subs, eventually had 
to back down and publish his submission, 
along with a reply denouncing it. 

As most members continued to go along 
with the leadership, Mark began to ask if 
the SWP had always been like this. “Was 
I like someone in the Conservative Party 
suddenly screaming, ‘Oh my god, my own 
party has decided to support business 
making huge profits and some of them want 
to slow down immigration! What’s become 
of them?’ Had I been behaving like this all 
these years, and only just realised?” (pi90). 

The SWP leadership is not comrade 
Steel’s only target for criticism. He also lays 
into George Galloway - in particular for the Big 
brother episode, but also for his ‘My enemy’s 
enemy is my friend’ politics, specifically his 
support for Saddam Hussein - an approach 
“obviously riddled with problems” (p 178). But 
since leaving the SWP Mark has given 
support to Galloway’s Respect Renewal - he 
has performed benefits and was a guest 
speaker at Respect’s last conference. Respect 


Renewal is also the only political party Mark 
has a link to from his blog. 1 In the SWP this 
has been used as evidence of Mark moving to 
the right and it has been said that “The only 
principle one can detect here is that the SWP 
is always in the wrong”. 2 

Comrade Steel may well be shifting to the right 
- he now seems unsure of the need for a 
revolutionary party at all. But he certainly 
does not share the SWP leadership’s brittle 
schizophrenia, whereby alliance partners 
cannot be criticised, while those outside the 
alliance can be ritualistically denounced. 
Referencing this to the Respect split, Mark writes 
that “veering between these two extremes, the 
hierarchy deny all problems with their allies on 
the way up, then exaggerate them all wildly on 
the way down” (p242). He believes that socialists 
should be upfront about our concerns rather 
than seek to deceive people. But he does not 
question the fact that Respect was a political 
party based on cross-class (as opposed to 
working class) politics. However, this does 
not invalidate in any way the points he 
makes about the SWP’s internal regime. 

For some reason this year’s Pre-Conference 
Bulletin contribution from central committee 
majority member Alex Callinicos, which lays into 
John Rees and Lindsey German of the minority, 
has the same title as Mark Steel’s book. 3 
Comrade Callinicos also wrote a brief and 
disparaging review of Mark’s book for the SWP 
monthly Socialist Review. 4 It appears to me that 
his main purpose in doing so must have been to 
discourage SWP members from reading it. He 
typically fails to deal with any of Mark’s political 
arguments and instead seeks to picture the book 
as the disillusioned screed of someone moving 
to the right and out to damn everything (the 
SWP, along with his ex-partner) that was once 
dear to him. To call this a gross oversimplification 
would be giving Callinicos too much credit. 

The fact that for the time being some space 
for debate has opened up inside the SWP does 
not make the information contained within this 
book any less relevant to SWPers, and those on 
the left more generally. It makes it more so. If you 
have not yet read What’s going on?, then you 
should do so. It is both informative and funny. 

As for comrade Steel, where he is heading 
it impossible to say for sure. Some of the 
arguments he makes place him to the left of 
the SWP - over the Racial and Religious 
Hatred legislation, and the criticisms of 
Galloway outlined above. But we did not, 
unfortunately, hear him stand up for the 
principles of open borders, women’s and 
LGBT rights, republicanism, and working class 
socialism when they were under attack in 
Respect. Whilst he did write an article for the 
Pre-Conference Bulletin in 2007, he did not 
take his fight in the SWP any further than that. 

On the party question real slippage to 
the right is clearly visible. He tells us that “the 
very worst course of action”, given current 
circumstances, “would be to set up a new far- 
left socialist group” (p248). Instead he places 
his hope in “a new socialist movement”, 
which will resist “the current world order 
without demanding that everyone agrees with 
a traditional style or set of ideas” (p248). 

Whilst I would certainly agree that adding 
to the number of sects that litter the British 
left would be of no service to the working 
class, what we do need to do is fight for 
revolutionary unity. A united Communist 
Party, based upon a revolutionary programme 
and with a democratic internal regime 
which encourages the open discussion of 
differences, is needed now more than ever. 
But comrade Steel’s experience in the SWP has 
led him - like so many others burnt by the 
bureaucratic centralism of sects large and 
small - to oppose it • 

Dave Isaacson 

Notes 

1. www.marksteelinfo.com/pt/blog. 

2. www.socialistreview.org.uk/ 
article.php?articlenumber=l 0514. 

3. www.socialistunity.com/?p= : 3209. 

4. www.socialistreview.org.uk/ 
article. php?articlenumber= 10514. 
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Socialism excludes minority mle 

‘Blanquism and social democracy’ is a June 1906 polemic against Georgi Plekhanov, ‘father of Russian Marxism’ 
and Menshevik leader, taken from Czerwony Sztandar, paper of the Social Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland 
and Lithuania. It continues our series of Rosa Luxemburg’s previously untranslated writings 


C omrade Plekhanov has published an 
exhaustive article in the Courrier entitled, 
‘How far does the right go?’, in which he 
accuses the Bolsheviks of Blanquism. 

It is not incumbent upon us to defend the 
Russian comrades upon whom comrade 
Plekhanov rains the blows of his erudition and 
dialectic. They are perfectly capable of doing so 
themselves. But it is worth commenting on 
certain remarks which our readers too will find 
of interest. That is why we are devoting some 
space to them. 

In order to define Blanquism comrade 
Plekhanov quotes Engels on Blanqui - a French 
revolutionary of the 1840s, whose name is used 
to describe the tendency. 

Engels says: “In his political activity he was 
mainly a ‘man of action’, believing that a small 
and well organised minority, who would attempt 
a political stroke of force at the opportune 
moment, could carry the mass of the people with 
them by a few successes at the start and thus 
make a victorious revolution ... 

“From Blanqui’s assumption, that any 
revolution may be made by the outbreak of a 
small revolutionary minority, follows of itself the 
necessity of a dictatorship after the success of 
the venture. This is, of course, a dictatorship, 
not of the entire revolutionary class, the 
proletariat, but of the small minority that has 
made the revolution, and who are themselves 
previously organised under the dictatorship of 
one or several individuals” (F Engels, ‘The 
programme of the Blanquist fugitives from the 
Commune’, 1873). 1 

Friedrich Engels, Karl Marx’s comrade in arms, 
is undoubtedly a great authority, but whether 
this characteristic of Blanqui is perfectly just can 
still be discussed. For in 1848 Blanqui did not 
foresee his club 2 forming a “small minority” at 
all; on the contrary, in a period of powerful 
revolutionary upsurge, he was certain that, upon 
his call, the entire working people - if not in 
France, then at least in Paris - would rise up to 
fight the ignominious and criminal policies of the 
bourgeois government, which was trying to 
“steal victory from the people”. 

Nevertheless, this is not the main question. 
What concerns us is whether, as comrade 
Plekhanov strives to demonstrate, Engels’ 
description of Blanqui can be applied to the 
Bolsheviks (whom comrade Plekhanov labels the 
“minority” moreover, because they found 
themselves in a minority at the reunification 
congress). 3 

He says exactly: “This whole description 
applies completely to our present minority.” And 
he justifies this proposition on the following 
basis: “The relationship of the Blanquists with 
the popular masses was utopian in the sense 
that they had not understood the meaning of 
the revolutionary autonomy of the masses. 
According to their schemes, only the 
conspirators were active properly speaking, 
while the masses were content to support them, 
led by a well organised minority.” 

And comrade Plekhanov affirms that this is 
“Blanquism’s original sin”, to which the Russian 
Bolshevik 4 comrades (we prefer to keep to this 
usual denomination) succumbed. In our opinion 
this reproach has not been substantiated by 
comrade Plekhanov. For the comparison with the 
members of Narodnaya Volya, 5 who were 
effectively Blanquists, proves nothing, and the 
malicious remark that Zhelyabov, 6 the hero and 
leader of Narodnaya Volya, was gifted with a 
sharper political instinct than the Bolshevik 
leader, Lenin, is in too bad taste to ponder over. 
For the rest, as we have said, it is not for us to 
go guns blazing to defend the Bolsheviks and 
comrade Lenin: they have not yet been 
flummoxed by anybody. What is important is to 
go to the heart of the question and ask: in the 
current Russian revolution is Blanquism 
possible? If such a tendency could only exist, 
could it exert some sort of influence? 

We think that anyone with just a little 
familiarity with the present revolution, 7 anyone 
who has had some direct contact with it, would 



Georgi Plekhanov: minority 


answer this question in the negative. The 
difference between the situation in Franee in 1848 
and the current situation in the Russian empire 
lies precisely in the fact that the relationship 
between the organised minority - that is, 
the proletarian party - and the masses is 
fundamentally different. In 1848, revolutionaries, 
in as much as they were socialists, made 
desperate efforts to bring socialist ideas to 
the masses, in order to prevent them 
supporting the hollow ideas of bourgeois 
liberalism. That socialism was precisely 
utopian and petty bourgeois. 

Today, in Russia, things are rather different. 
Neither your old, rancid pedejca s nor the Cadet 
organisation, Russia’s constitutional tsarists, 
nor any other ‘progressive’ national bourgeois 
party has been able to win the broad working 
masses. Today those masses have gathered 
beneath the banner of socialism : when the 
revolution exploded, they rallied of their own 
initiative, almost spontaneously, to the red flag. 
And this is the best recommendation for our 
party. We are not going to hide the fact that in 
1903 we were still only a handful and in terms of 
a party, in the strictest sense of the word, in 
terms of effectively organised comrades, we 
were at most several hundred; and when we 
came out to demonstrate only a small group of 
workers would join us. Today we are a party of 
tens of thousands. 

Why the difference? Is it because we have in 
our party inspired leaders? Perhaps because we 
are so well known conspirators? Not at all. None 
of our leaders - that is, none of those whom the 
party has entrusted with responsibility - would 
wish to risk ridicule by inviting a comparison with 
Blanqui, that lion of past revolution. Few of our 
militants can match the old conspirators of the 
Blanquist club when it comes to personal 
radiance and capacity to organise. 

How to explain our success and the failure of 
the Blanquists? Quite simply by the fact that the 
famous ‘masses’ are no longer the same. Today 
they are made up of working class troops 
fighting tsarism, of men made socialist by life 
itself, of men who have been nurtured on hate 
for the established order, of men taught by 
necessity to think in Marxist terms. That is the 
difference. It is neither the leaders nor even the 
ideas they produce, but the social and economic 
conditions which rule out a common class fight 
of the proletariat and bourgeoisie. 

Thus, since the masses are different, since 
the proletariat is different, one cannot speak 
today of conspiratorial, Blanquist tactics. 
Blanqui and his heroic comrades made 


superhuman efforts to lead the masses towards 
class struggle; they did not succeed at all, 
because they were faced with workers who 
had not yet broken with the system of 
corporations, who were still immersed in petty 
bourgeois ideology. 

We social democrats have a much simpler and 
easier task: today we need only work to direct 
the class struggle, which has been inflamed with 
inexorable necessity. The Blanquists tried to 
drag the masses behind them, whereas we social 
democrats are today pushed by the masses. The 
difference is great - as great as that between a 
sailor who strives to realign the current to his 
boat and one whose task is to hold the line of a 
boat carried by the current. The first will never 
have enough power and will fail in his goal, while 
the second must only ensure that the boat does 
not deviate from its route, is not broken on a reef 
or beached on a sandbank. 

In this sense comrade Plekhanov ought not 
to worry about the “revolutionary autonomy of 
the masses”. Such autonomy exists - nothing 
will hold it back and all the bookish sermons on 
its necessity (please excuse this expression, but 
we are unable to think of another) will only cause 
those who work with, and at the heart of, the 
masses to smile. 

We would dispute comrade Plekhanov’s 
reproach to the Russian comrades of the current 
‘majority’ that they have committed Blanquist 
errors during the revolution. It is possible that 
there were hints of them in the organisational 
draft that comrade Lenin drew up in 1902, 9 but 
that belongs to the past - a distant past, since 
today life is proceeding at a dizzying speed. 
These errors have been corrected by life itself 
and there is no danger they might recur. And we 
should not be afraid of the ghost of Blanquism, 
for it cannot be resuscitated at this time. 

On the contrary, there is a danger that 
comrade Plekhanov and the partisans of the 
“minority” who fear Blanquism so much will go 
to the opposite extreme and ground the boat 
on a sandbank. We see this opposite extreme 
in the fact that these comrades fear above all 
remaining in a minority and are counting on the 
masses outside the proletariat. Hence the 
calculation favouring participation in the duma; 
hence the false rallying cries in the central 
committee directives to support the gentlemen 
of the Cadets, 10 the attempt to revive the slogan, 
‘Down with the bureaucratic ministry!’ and 
other similar errors. 

There is no danger that the boat will remain 
grounded on the sandbank: the tumultuous 
events of the revolution will soon carry 
forward the proletarian boat. But it would be 
a pity if we became diverted by such errors, if 
only for an instant. 

In the same way, the notion of the 
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ has taken on a 
different meaning from before. Friedrich Engels 
correctly stresses that the Blanquists were not 
dreaming of a dictatorship of “the entire 
revolutionary class, the proletariat, but of the 
small minority that has made the revolution”. 
Today things are quite different. It is not an 
organisation of conspirators who “made the 
revolution”, who can contemplate their 
dictatorship. Even the Narodnaya Volya people 
and those who claim to be their heirs, the 
Socialist Revolutionaries of Russia, have long 
ceased to dream of such a thing. 

If today the Bolshevik comrades speak of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, they have never 
given it the old Blanquist meaning; neither have 
they ever made the mistake of Narodnaya Volya, 
which dreamt of “taking power for itself’ 
(zachvat vlasti). On the contrary, they have 
affirmed that the present revolution will succeed 
when the proletariat - all the revolutionary class 
- takes possession of the state machine. The 
proletariat, as the most revolutionary element, 
will perhaps assume the role of liquidator of the 
old regime by “taking power for itself’ in order 
to defeat counterrevolution and prevent the 
revolution being led astray by a bourgeoisie that 
is reactionary in its very nature. No revolution 


can succeed other than by the dictatorship of 
one class, and all the signs are that the proletariat 
can become this liquidator at the present time. 

Clearly no social democrat falls for the illusion 
of the proletariat being able to maintain itself in 
power. If it could, it would lead to the domination 
of its working class ideas and it would realise 
socialism. But it is not strong enough at this time, 
for the proletariat, in the strictest sense of the 
word, constitutes a minority in the Russian 
empire. The achievement of socialism by a 
minority is unconditionally excluded, since the 
very idea of socialism excludes the domination 
of a minority. So, on the day of the political 
victory of the proletariat over tsarism, the 
majority will claim the power which the former 
has conquered. 

Concretely, after the fall of tsarism, power will 
pass into the hands of the most revolutionary 
part of society, the proletariat, because the 
proletariat will take possession of all posts and 
keep watch over them until power is placed in 
the hands of those legally called upon to hold 
it - in the hands of the new government, 
which the Constituent [Assembly], as the 
legislative organ elected by the whole 
population, is alone able to determine. Now, it is 
a simple fact that it is not the proletariat that 
constitutes a majority in society, but the petty 
bourgeoisie and the peasantry, and that, as a 
consequence, it will not be the social democrats 
who form a majority in the Constituent, but the 
democratic peasants and petty bourgeois. We 
may lament this fact, but we will not be able 
to change it. 

Broadly speaking, this is the situation as 
the Bolsheviks understand it, and all social 
democratic organisations and parties outside 
Russia itself share this vision. Where 
Blanquism fits into it is difficult to imagine. 

To justify his claim, if only in appearance, 
comrade Plekhanov is obliged to take the words 
of Lenin and his comrades out of context. If, for 
our part, we wished to do the same, we would 
be able to demonstrate that the ‘Mensheviks’ 
have recently acted like Blanquists, beginning 
with comrade Parvus and ending with comrade 
... Plekhanov! But that would be to play a sterile 
scholastic game. Comrade Plekhanov’s article is 
bitter in tone - it is full of bitterness - which is a 
bad thing: ‘When Jupiter becomes incensed, it 
is because Jupiter is wrong.’ 

It is high time to finish with such scholasticism 
and all this hullabaloo to identify who is a 
‘Blanquist’ and who is an ‘orthodox Marxist’. 
Rather we need to know if the tactic 
recommended by comrade Plekhanov and his 
Menshevik comrades, which aims to work 
through the duma as far as possible, is correct 
now, or, on the contrary, if the tactic we are 
applying, just like the Bolshevik comrades, is 
correct - the tactic based on the principle that 
the centre of gravity is situated outside the duma, 
in the active appearance of the popular 
revolutionary masses. 

The Menshevik comrades have not yet been 
able to persuade anyone of the correctness of 
their views - and no-one will be persuaded any 
the more when they attach the Blanquist label 
to their opponents • 

Notes 

1. The article was actually published not in 1873, but on June 
26 1874 in Der Volksstaat, central organ of the German Social 
Democratic Workers Party. See www.marxists.org/archive/marx/ 
works/1874/06/26.htm. 

2. The Societe Republicaine Centrale, founded by Blanqui in 
February 1848. 

3. The 4th Congress of the Russian Social Democratic Labour 
Party, held in May 1906. 

4. ‘Bolshevik’ is, of course, the Russian for ‘majority’. 

5. Narodnaya Volya (People’s Will) was a Russian populist 
organisation engaging in acts of individual terrorism against 
tsarism. 

6. Andrei Zhelyabov was responsible for the assassination of 
tsar Alexander II on March 13 1881. 

7. The spirit and gains of the 1905 Russian Revolution were 
still very much in evidence at the time this article was written. 

8. The term used for Polish liberal democrats. 

9. Luxemburg is referring to Lenin’s What is to be done?, 
which she herself had criticised in a 1904 article. 

10. The bourgeois liberal Constitutional Democrats, the largest 
duma party. 
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GERMANY 


Die Linke loses king-maker role 


Januaiy 18 saw one of the hardest fought federal state election campaigns in Germany’s recent histoiy. For 
months, the question of who would govern Hesse with its six million inhabitants (and its capital, Frankfurt) made 
big waves across the whole country. At the centre of it all was the young left party, Die Linke. Tina Becker reports 


S ince September 2005, when 
Die Linke won an excellent 
8.7% of the vote in the 
national parliamentary elections, 1 
it has been represented by 54 
members in the Bundestag. The 
same election brought into power 
a national coalition government of 
the two main German parties, the 
social democrats (SPD) and the 
conservative CDU, which has 
been characterised - as expected 
- by infighting, indecision and 
mutual vetoing. 

This, rather than the recession 
and ensuing crisis of capitalism, 
has opened up some more space 
for Die Linke, which now hovers 
around the 10% mark in national 
opinion polls. 2 Despite attempts by 
the other parties and the media to 
demonise and sideline it, Die Linke 
has become a firm fixture on the 
political scene. In Hesse its share 
of the vote increased marginally to 
5.3%. But because the SPD vote 
was slashed, the CDU now has an 
overall majority and Die Linke has 
lost the influence it could exert in 
the previous hung parliament. 

In the run-up to the regional 
elections a year ago, the leader of 
the SPD in Hesse, Andrea Ypsilanti, 
made an “unshakable promise” that 
she would never work with Die 
Linke in a coalition government. 
Die Linke would never make it into 
the regional parliament anyway, 
she assured the media. But Die 
Linke just scraped past the 5% 
threshold, winning six seats. 

Neither the SPD and its ally, the 
Green Party, nor the conservative 
CDU and its preferred coalition 
partner, the liberal FDP, had a 
majority. As a result Die Linke 
became king-maker - by a single 
vote. And Ypsilanti broke her 
promise almost as soon as the 
votes were counted. She asked Die 
Linke to support an SPD minority 
government - all in the name of 
keeping the CDU out. She did not 
offer a single concession to the 
left, however. 

But the mere appeal of the ‘lesser 
evil’ was enough for Die Linke, and, 
after a brief internal debate, the 
organisation agreed to support a 
minority government without any 
conditions. Such support had been 
well practised by various branches of 
Die Linke in the east of Germany - 
but it would have been the first time 
in the west. Formally, the party 
adopted the position that it would 
support the SPD-Green coalition 
only if it “did not introduce cutbacks 
in social policy and a reduction of 
staff, did not enforce further 
privatisations and did not lead to a 
worsening of the protection of the 
environment”. 3 

These lame points were supposed 
to protect Die Linke from going 
down the ‘Berlin path’. There, Die 
Linke has been in a ‘red-red’ 
government with the SPD since 
2001 and has overseen cutbacks and 
privatisations on a massive scale. 

Die Linke in Hesse obviously did 
not even believe it could actually 
achieve anything positive and 
hence proposed only defensive 
conditions. So we cannot even 
charge them with having naive 
illusions. The points were in fact 
nothing but a fig leaf that was 
supposed to placate the left wing 



Oskar Lafontaine: junior coalition partner 


within the party, while the national 
leadership of Oskar Lafontaine (ex- 
WASG) and Lothar Bisky (ex-PDS) 
was to continue pursuing its goal 
of proving itself a reliable regional 
coalition partner in the west - 
ready for the day when it is called 
upon to play the same role on a 
national level. 

But taking part in a government as 
a minority is not only counterposed 
to the idea of the self-emancipation 
of the working class. It inevitably 
leads the left into the position where 
it is forced to take responsibility for 
the actions of an alien class, as Karl 
Marx wrote on more than one 
occasion: “We are devoted to a 
party which, most fortunately for it, 
cannot yet come to power. If the 
proletariat were to come to power, 
the measures it would introduce 
would be petty bourgeois and not 
directly proletarian. Our party can 
come to power only when the 
conditions allow it to put its own 
view into practice.” 4 

An obvious example is the partici¬ 
pation of Rifondazione Comunista in 
Romano Prodi’s doomed govern¬ 
ment. But most fortunately for Die 
Linke in Hesse, the coalition never 
came into being. A long drawn out, 
bitterly fought internal fight in the 
SPD over the cooperation with Die 
Linke culminated in four members of 
the social democratic fraction voting 
against Ypsilanti. They brought her 
putative coalition down and new 
regional elections had to be called. 

During this period of political 
limbo, which lasted almost eight 
months, the old CDU government 
formally continued in office - 
without a majority. In this situation, 
with the SPD, the Greens and Die 
Linke in opposition (but with a 
numerical majority), a number of 
political gains were made. In order 
to appeal to the people who had 
supported Die Linke and the Greens 
and in preparation for the new 
elections, the SPD voted, amongst 
other things, for the abolition of 
student fees and the introduction of 
a new minimum wage in Hesse. 

It is very doubtful whether the 
SPD would have allowed those 
policies to go through if it had been 
in government. Still, in the run-up to 
the new elections in January 2009, 
it was precisely those policies won 
in opposition that Oskar Lafontaine, 
joint leader of Die Linke, has quoted in 
order to win again backing for his 
party’s participation in a government 
in Hesse. 

But the SPD vote was slashed last 


Sunday and it won only 23.7% - the 
worst result for the SPD in Hesse 
ever. Die Linke’s 5.3% kept it in 
parliament with six members, but, 
since the CDU now has an overall 
majority, the influence of Die Linke 
has very much decreased. 

Its vote was achieved despite 
a vicious campaign conducted 
by sections of the SPD, CDU and the 
bourgeois media. For weeks on end, 
German newspapers and magazines 
were full of reports of a “tidal wave of 
resignations” from the party - some 
international left publications picked 
up on it, too. 5 In fact, around 30 
members of the small city of Baunatal 
resigned very publicly just weeks 
before the elections, quoting a lack of 
democracy and bullying (in 
contrast, 700 members had 
joined Die Linke in Hesse in 
2008). The rightwing, chauvinist 
tabloid Bild had a field day and, 
quoting heavily from the resignation 
letters, commented mockingly: “The 
Stasi says hello ...” 6 

We’re all national 
Keynesians now 

While the democratic culture inside 
Die Linke is far from healthy, it is quite 
instructive to know that the leader of 
those who resigned had in fact tried 
to become a candidate in the elections 
a few months before - and was 
unsuccessful. Spending Christmas in 
Germany, I caught him and a few others 
on a local news programme, where he 
described his reasons for resigning: 
“It’s all gone way too far. In Die Linke 
all the talk is about nationalisation; it’s 
far too radical. We’re not in East 
Germany here.” 7 

It has obviously escaped the 
‘comrade’ that capitalist governments 
all over the world are nationalising 
their banks like there is no tomorrow - 
the Germans are preparing to at least 
part-nationalise the troubled Hypo 
Real Estate bank, for example. So his 
criticism of Die Linke is a little out of 
date, to put it mildly. 

In fact, it is rather disconcerting 
how close the proposals of Die 
Linke are to those enforced by the 
German government. The main line 
of attack is to demand that more 
money be spent trying to save 
national capitalism. As well as 
the *25 billion that Angela Merkel 
proposes, there should be “a push 
for more investment”. Gregor Gysi, 
leader of Die Linke’s fraction in the 
Bundestag, demands it should be 
doubled to *50 billion. 8 

The parliamentary fraction has 


produced plenty of advice and 
proposed regulations on how Gennan 
capitalism could be restructured so 
that it can “stand firm in this crisis”. 9 
And while the Hesse election 
programme does mention that the 
crisis should not be financed by 
ordinary people, that incomes and 
pensions should be defended 10 , that 
there should be “local people’s 
budgets” and that it would be “useful 
and necessary as part of restructuring 
of the basic rules of the economic and 
social policies to transfer private banks 
into public ownership” 11 , the main 
thrust is clear: save German capitalism. 

Or, as Oskar Lafontaine put it at a 
meeting in Cologne at the beginning 
of December, neoliberalism is “an 
insanity” that must be left behind in 
order to get back to “normality” 12 : ie, 
some form of social democracy. 

According to the regional election 
programme, an “extra 100 tax 
inspectors” should be employed (in 
reality, all they would do is come after 
little earners - big companies and 
multi-millionaires know how to use 
existing laws to get around paying tax) 
and the government of Hesse should 
“temporarily support economically 
sound companies and communes 
affected by the credit crunch”. After 
all, “securing workplaces is the central 
task of government”. 

But not just any workplaces. 
German workplaces. “It has to be 
guaranteed that the money of Hesse 
or the central government is not spent 
on rehabilitating the international 
structures of a company ...” 13 

And, while the financial crisis is 
quite rightly identified as a “crisis of 
capitalism”, the only alternative - 
socialism - is mentioned just once and 
without definition or elaboration. By 
simply trying to outdo the main ruling 
parties with their proposals on how to 
restructure the financial system, Die 
Linke has so far failed to make any 
gains from the ensuing crisis. 

German SWP 

One of the Hesse candidates to 
have been re-elected is Janine 
Wissler, a member of the German 
section of the Socialist Workers 
Party. Although factions are allowed 
in Die Linke, the SWP’s satellite 
group, Linksruck, dissolved as 
soon as the party was formed. The 
comrades re-emerged around the 
bi-monthly magazine Marx21 and 
for a while joined forces with 
others in the officially recognised 
left-Keynesian Socialist Left 
platform 4 , which it now seems to 
have abandoned (just like the SWP, 
Linksruck does not usually report 
on the alliances it has entered). 

In any case, Linkrsuck is now so 
close to the party leadership that it 
does not have to bother with tiresome 
platform politics. Its leading member, 
Christine Buchholz, has argued right 
from the start that Die Linke “would 
become superfluous if it adopted a 
socialist programme, because it would 
exclude many of the people who could 
be won”. 14 Linksruck has never 
been seen to put up a fight against any 
of the programmatic shortcomings 
or bureaucratic manoeuvres of 
the party’s leadership and has 
been duly rewarded with places within 
Die Linke’s apparatus. After being 
proposed by the leadership clique, 
comrade Buchholz has been on the 
national executive since 2007. 


Janine Wissler, too, had the full 
backing of the party’s executive as a 
candidate in the Hesse elections. It is, 
of course, possible that she was not 
allowed to list more than a couple of 
meaningless platitudes in her election 
statement, such as: “Wealth has to be 
distributed more justly” and “Every 
person must have the same rights and 
opportunities, irrespective of the 
colour of their skin, their country of 
origin, their sex or their religion.” 15 But 
if she was gagged, she certainly did 
not complain - at least not publicly. 

In all fairness, though, she has 
written a couple of articles in 
Marx21, in which she criticises the 
party’s enthusiasm to be part of a 
coalition government. However, 
the comrades are clearly all over the 
place - especially in the supposedly 
theoretical ‘thesis paper’ they have 
produced on the question: 

“Die Linke is not forced to govern 
... Whoever stands in elections must 
be ready to take on responsibility in 
parliament and to represent the 
interests of its electorate there. This 
does not automatically lead to 
participation in governments. The 
current conditions work contrary to 
any government participation by Die 
Linke. The penetration of the crisis 
into budgets makes government 
participation a suicide mission for the 
left” 16 (my emphasis). 

Surely, if 80% of the electorate vote 
for a socialist party, this would 
“force” it to take on governmental 
responsibility. And why wouldn’t it? 
There is a clear difference between 
being in government as a minority and 
as a majority. Our job as socialists is 
not to balance the budget or make 
capitalism ‘work’ - but to facilitate its 
overthrow. Having patiently won the 
majority of the working class (and 
presumably parts of the petty 
bourgeoisie) to its socialist 
programme, the left would betray those 
people if it then did not use all avenues 
to advance socialism. Clearly, under 
those conditions, the left’s work in 
government would only be a small part 
of its overall activities. The penetration 
of the working class would be almost 
universal, in all spheres of life - 
otherwise it would not have been able 
to achieve such an electoral majority. 

Whether Die Linke really is a 
socialist party is another question - 
but the general point stands. And 
for the Marx21 comrades Die Linke 
has exactly the right programme - 
otherwise they would surely fight to 
change it ... wouldn’t they? 

The statement further implies that 
under different conditions - prosperi¬ 
ty and economic growth, presumably 
- government participation as a minor¬ 
ity would be just fine, because then it 
would be a different matter altogether. 
Of course, in one way it would be 
different: money might be made 
available for increased wages, building 
social infrastructure, improving 
schools, etc. However, this would still 
be nothing but the management of 
capitalism, under slightly improved 
conditions. The working class party 
would still be forced to take respon¬ 
sibility for the actions of the alien 
classes with which it is in coalition. 

Clearly, the Marx21 comrades are 
not willing or able to provide the 
kind of internal opposition that 
points to the kind of party that is 
necessary. And the more successful 
Die Linke becomes, the more it 
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gets drawn into Realpolitik, as a 
couple of examples make clear. 

UN forces 

In December, after the seizure of tankers 
and ships by pirates off the coast of 
Somalia, the Bundestag voted to send 
German ships as part of a EU mission to 
the Gulf of Aden in order to “secure the 
seaways”. Die Linke was the only party 
that voted ‘no’. But behind the scenes the 
issue is not all that clear-cut. 

In a meeting of the party’s fraction in 
mid-December, the vast majority of the 
54 MPs voted in favour of a proposal 
to support the future deployment of UN 
forces to the Gulf of Aden - as long as 
they were mandated according to 
chapter 7 of the UN charter, ‘Action with 
respect to the peace, breach of the peace, 
or act of aggression’. Only six MPs voted 
against the proposal. Until now, this is 
only a theoretical question. But it is telling 
that Die Linke expects such a situation 
and is ready to nod it through. 17 

What is so special about chapter 7? Die 
Linke seems to expect that the article would 
mean the deployment would not be part of 
a “military operation, but merely a police 
action”. But even a brief glance at the feds 
shows that this is not the case. 18 

Firstly, the UN security council needs to 
decide who has committed an “act of 
aggression” or “breach of the peace” - a 
recipe to go after all sorts of groups. 
Hamas, anybody? 

Then, the council “may decide what 
measures not involving the use of 
armed force are to be employed to give 
effect to its decisions ... These may 
include complete or partial interruption 
of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, 
postal, telegraphic, radio and other 
means of communication, and the 
severance of diplomatic relations.” In 
other words, it imposes sanctions - 
which, as we know, hit the poorest and 
working class people the hardest. 

However, if those prove “inadequate, 
it may take such action by air, sea or land 
forces as may be necessary to maintain 
or restore international peace and 
security”, including “armed force” and 
“military action”. 

There clearly is no basis for Die Linke’s 
perception that the UN could somehow be 
employed peacefully. It is and remains a 
“den of thieves” (Lenin), set up for the 
explicit purpose of protecting the interests 
of the ruling classes everywhere - against 
the interests of the people below. While we 
do not condone the actions of Somali 
pirates, they clearly are recruited from 
amongst the country’s poor fishermen. 
Rather than thinking of legalistic ways to 
go after these poor bastards and secure the 
seaways on behalf of capitalist shipping 
companies, socialist parties have a duty to 
work out a programme that leads to the self- 
emancipation of those below. 

Israel-Germany 

The leadership of Die Linke displays 
similar illusions in the UN when it comes 
to the slaughter of the Palestinian 
population in Gaza. A press release by MP 
Norman Paech states: 

“There must be a real ceasefire ... 
Immediately following on from that, there 
should be negotiations about the opening 
of the borders and a halt to the smuggling 
in of weapons ... the UN should send ‘blue 
helmet soldiers’ on a peace mission to 
guarantee the ceasefire on both sides ... 
Because of its history, Germany should not 
take part in such a mission.” 19 

The bourgeois consensus in Germany 
when it comes to the Middle East can still 
be described as ‘collective guilt’ about the 
holocaust. Nowhere else (apart from Israel 
itself and maybe the USA) will you find 
such support and sympathy for the 
actions of the Zionist state. 

This is echoed by Die Linke, which 
seems to equate sporadic Hamas rocket 
fire with Israeli slaughter. In fact, you are 
hard pressed to find a position on 
Palestine on the party website at all. An 
official statement from January 6 says 
that the “central demand of Die Linke to 
the Israeli government is a 48-hour 
ceasefire”. 20 The central demand? There 
is no attempt at explaining the situation - 


let alone presenting any kind of working 
class solution. 

Similarly, a long and convoluted 
“keynote address” from Gregor Gysi in 
April 2008 “congratulates” Israel on its 
60-year anniversary and explains why 
Die Linke should be characterised 
by “solidarity with Israel”. 21 No such 
solidarity is extended to the Palestinian 
population fighting against the occupiers. 

And, while individual branches and 
groups like the SWP’s German satellite 
have participated in the (relatively small) 
pro-Palestinian demonstrations in 
Germany, Die Linke as a party has not 
mobilised for them and has been virtually 
invisible during the Gaza crisis. 

Apart from Berlin. There, Die Linke 
played a very prominent role in a 
demonstration on January 11. But, 
incredibly, this was a demonstration in 
support o/Israel’s actions. Klaus Lederer, 
chair of Die Linke Berlin and a member of 
its fraction in the local parliament, was one 
of the main speakers at the demonstration, 
called under the slogan, ‘Support Israel - 
Operation Cast Lead’ - helpfully named 
after Israel’s military campaign against the 
civilian population in Gaza. 

While individual members have 
criticised Lederer and the Berlin Linke for 
their prominent role in the rally, there is 
total silence from party headquarters - and 
the comrades from Marx21, incidentally. 

Ridiculous opposition 

The party’s executive proves less tolerant 
when it comes to the actions of another 
section of the membership. Various half¬ 
hearted attempts have been made to kick 
out the few members of the Socialist 
Party’s German section, Sozialistische 
Alternative (SAV) - or stop them from 
joining in the first place. 

It has to be said that the SAV has played 
a most confused role in Die Linke. In 2005, 
it welcomed the formation of the WASG, 
one of the two constituent parts of Die 
Linke, and collectively joined it. But when 
the merger talks with the other constituent 
part, the PDS, started, the SAV adopted a 
rather silly position. It tried to get the 
WASG to agree to the merger only on 
condition that the PDS discontinued its 
participation in the government coalition 
in Berlin. No doubt, Die Linke in Berlin has 
played a disgraceful role in enforcing a 
whole package of cuts and privatisation 
and Klaus Lederer’s participation in the 
pro-Israel demonstration also speaks 
volumes. But it was absolutely clear that 
the PDS would not force its branch in Berlin 
(nor the one in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, 
where it runs the regional government in 
another ‘red-red’ coalition) to withdraw 
from government. 

Far from making such ridiculous 
ultimatums, the revolutionary left should 
have welcomed the formation of a party 
openly claiming to stand for working 
class interests as overwhelmingly positive. 
It clearly provided a real space for 
revolutionaries to argue for principled 
politics - including opposition to 
participation in capitalist governments. 

However, the SAV’s foolish sectarianism 
led it to withdraw from Die Linke in Berlin 
and in the east of Germany. It concentrated 
most of its efforts around a new, Berlin- 
based campaign, know as the Berlin 
Alternative for Solidarity and Resistance, 
which in German neatly replaces WASG 
with BASG. In 2006, it stood against Die 
Linke (then still PDS) in regional elections 
and won just over 2% of the vote. A result 
that disproved the theory that leftwing 
voters were just gagging for an alternative 
to the PDS in the form of the SAV. 

In the west, however, it was apparently 
okay to join Die Linke. This was silly, 
unprincipled politics - after all, there 
was one national leadership, one party 
programme, one internal battle to be had 
against the Realpolitik of the executive. 
But the SAV was not part of it. In fact, if 
anything, Die Linke is a lot more real in 
the east, where it has the status of a 
Volkspartei and achieves around 25-30% 
of the vote. 

In September 2008, the SAV finally 
recognised the bankruptcy of its position: 
“We have come to the conclusion that, 
despite the politics of Die Linke in Berlin, 
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it is useful to work in the party in order to 
help build a strong, fighting and socialist 
party.” 22 Nothing had qualitatively 
changed inside Die Linke to justify the 
SAV’s sudden desire to rejoin. Strangely 
enough, though, Die Linke has not been 
too keen on welcoming the SAV back 
into the fold. 

The membership applications of two 
relatively prominent SAV members - Lucy 
Redler (the main BASG candidate in the 
2006 elections) and Sascha Stanicic - have 
been rejected by the party’s national 
executive. Nine other applications from 
SAV members are to heard soon. On behalf 
of the leadership, Klaus Ernst has argued 
that the candidature of the BASG was 
“harmful to Die Linke” and that the 
comrades can be expected to breach party 
discipline again. 

Sabine Losing, the most outspoken 
leftwinger on the national executive and 
a member of the Anti-Capitalist Left 
faction, opposed leadership moves 
against the SAV when it was still part of 
the then WASG. However, in October 
2008, she replied in an open letter to the 
SAV’s request for her to publicly 
endorse its request to be allowed to 
rejoin: “You decided against supporting 
and strengthening the party’s internal 
opposition. Then you noticed pretty 
fast that you got lost in a nirvana of tiny 
groups. And, in that situation, you 
suddenly have a change of heart? 

And demand the solidarity of those 
whose opinion you have ignored all 
this time?” 23 

Communists continue to give critical 
support to Die Linke. We urge readers and 
supporters of the Weekly Worker in 
Germany to join - but on the clear basis of 
fighting for the principled politics of 
Marxism. Whenever we have taken part 
in Die Linke events, we have been 
encouraged by the positive reception 
given to our ideas. 

True, the structures of the party are 
extremely bureaucratic, there is a real lack 
of democracy and the party programme is 
at best repackaged left social democracy. 

But this is an organisation of 70,000 
members, most of whom would describe 
themselves as socialists of one sort or 
another. There is a tremendous space to 
fight for a programme that goes beyond 
Keynesian measures to rescue German 
capitalism. And for the Communist Party 
that Germany so desperately needs • 
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What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, 
revolutionary socialists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation 
the working class is nothing; with the highest form of 
organisation it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real 
Communist Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ 
on the left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members 
who disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek 
to achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. 
As long as they support agreed actions, members have 
the right to speak openly and form temporary or 
permanent factions. 

■ Communists oppose the US-UK occupation of Iraq and 
stand against all imperialist wars but constantly strive to 
bring to the fore the fundamental question - ending war is 
bound up with ending capitalism. 

Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every 
manifestation of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, 
one party’. To the extent that the European Union becomes 
a state then that necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a 
Communist Party of the EU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without 
a global Communist Party, a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They differ only in recognising the 
importance of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory 
is no dogma, but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the 
future of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with 
war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. 
They will resist using every means at their disposal. 
Communists favour using parliament and winning the 
biggest possible working class representation. But 
workers must be readied to make revolution - peacefully 
if we can, forcibly if we must. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective 
circumstances allow to achieve a federal republic of 
England, Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland 
and a United States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the 
struggle for peace and ecological sustainability are just 
as much working class questions as pay, trade union rights 
and demands for high-quality health, housing and 
education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either 
democratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into 
its opposite. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition 
to communism - a system which knows neither wars, 
exploitation, money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning 
of human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Ayatollahs’ 

empty 

posturing 

revealed 


Gaza exploited by theocracy 



Hamas fighters 


A s the war in Gaza progressed, 
Israeli and US officials made 
a number of false claims 
regarding Iran’s relations with 
Hamas. Likud party leader Binyamin 
Netanyahu said that Iran was 
Hamas’s “patron”, and that both 
seek Israel’s destruction: Hamas had 
“created an Iranian base right next 
to Israel”. 

In early January Shimon Peres, 
Israel’s president, in an interview 
reported by AFP, used similar words: 
“Gaza must not become a satellite of 
Iran.” Then on January 10 foreign 
minister Tzipi Livni said that Iran is 
“heavily involved in the evolution of 
Hamas”. At first, “the missiles were 
homemade - made in the Gaza Strip. 
But not any more. Now they are 
professional, coming from Iran.” 

There can be no doubts that over 
the last few weeks Tehran has used 
the most colourful rhetoric amongst 
Islamic states to ‘prove’ its support for 
Gaza’s Palestinian population. 
However, as many have pointed out, 
Iran’s actions have, as always, failed 
miserably in matching its slogans. 
According to one commentator 
writing in last week’s Economist, 
“Iranian support for Hamas was more 
theatrical than practical.” 

In fact Iran’s relations with Sunni 
Hamas have been nowhere near 
as close as with Hezbollah, a Shia 
organisation in Lebanon. Iran played 
an important role in the establishment 
of Hezbollah in the 1980s, but by 
contrast the origins of Hamas can 
be traced to the Muslim Brotherhood 
in the 1960s - with Israeli support, 
as it attempted to establish a 
counterbalance to the secular, 
leftwing groups that enjoyed mass 
support in Palestine. 

Iran has never seen Hamas as a 
long-term ally and both Netanyahu 
and Peres are disingenuous in their 
claims - the financial support for 
Hamas from Saudi Arabia, Syria 
and Qatar (Sunni Arab countries) 
far outweighs Iran’s contribution. 
Although Iran has supplied Hezbollah 
with a number of medium-range 
missiles, the few sent to Hamas were 
short-range. Despite what Livni says, 
Hamas still relies mainly on homemade 
Qassam rockets. 

Iran’s anti-Israel propaganda 
both prior to the onslaught on 
Gaza and over the last few weeks 
has been deafening. However, its 
practice has left it open to criticism 
and ridicule: both Farsi and Arabic 
bloggers have compared Iran’s 
ayatollahs to the Islamic equivalent 
of the Grand Duke of York (except 
Iran’s rulers have marched down the 
hill on their own - the people of Gaza 
slaughtered by Israeli forces had 
not exactly been following Tehran’s 
lead). In its propaganda Iran had 
said it would send in Hezbollah to 
aid the Palestinians and threatened 
rocket attacks on Tel Aviv if Gaza 
was attacked. In the event, it gave 
strict orders to Hezbollah to keep 
away from the fighting and arrested 
pro-Palestinian demonstrators in 
Tehran in case the situation got 
out of hand. 

As late as December 2008 ayatollah 
Rafsanjani told worshippers at 
Tehran’s Friday prayers: “If tanks 


enter Gaza, something amazing will 
happen. Palestinians will use new 
weapons and hunt [Israelis] from a 
long distance.” However, three days 
later, major general Mohammad Jafari, 
head of Iran’s armed forces, stated that 
“Gaza does not need the logistic and 
military support of other countries to 
defend itself.” 

In early January Iran’s supreme 
leader, ayatollah Ali Khamenei, 
declared that anyone killed 
defending Palestinians would be a 
martyr, prompting a mass registration 
of‘martyrdom volunteers’. Islamic 
student groups claimed that 70,000 
had signed up to go to Gaza. However, 
when some of the volunteers staged 
a sit-in at Tehran’s international 
airport, demanding to be allowed to 
travel to Palestine, they were told to 
go home. 

Pro-Palestinians demonstrators, 
including Mothers for Peace, and 
students involved in protests outside 
western embassies were arrested. 
Then Khamenei went on state 
television to tell the nation that Iranian 
hands were tied. In other words, 
despite all the rhetoric Iran’s Islamic 
regime was going to do absolutely 


nothing while over 1,400 Palestinians 
were being massacred. 

A leaked document, ‘Instructions to 
military leaders of Pasdaran [Islamic 
guards]’, shows the cynical attitude 
of the regime’s leaders in its use of the 
Gaza conflict for ideological purposes. 
The 10-point order includes the 
following suggestions: 

• Every effort should be made to 
emphasise the supreme leader’s 
comments rather than just reporting 
the fighting. Analysis should be 
provided through interviews with 
religious figures, leaders of Al- 
Azhar, the religious university in 
Cairo, currently one of Iran’s few 
Sunni allies ... 

• The media must put across a 
religious ideological theme by using 
terms such as Hagh and Emam Jaeez 
(a reference to the 12th Shia imam, 
whose resurrection is keenly awaited), 
Monafeghan Omat (hypocrites), 
‘martyrdom’, etc. 

• Instead of referring to Israel’s war 
with the Palestinians, the emphasis 
should be on Israel’s war with the 
Islamic world. 

• As a ceasefire would not end the 
current conflict, every effort should be 


made to support religious movements 
in Egypt. 

Throughout the last few weeks, in 
complete denial of reality, the regime’s 
media have ‘celebrated’ the military 
victory of Palestinians in Gaza, 
but even seasoned observers of 
Ahmadinejad lunacy must have 
marvelled at the statement from IRNA 
(the official Iranian news agency) that 
he intends to attend a “Gaza victory 
feast organised by Islamic students”. 
Similarly Press TV, the regime’s 
English-language television station 
supported by George Galloway, 
declared that Gaza’s victory had 
“brought joy”. 

Obviously there is much to 
celebrate in 1,400 Palestinian deaths 
and the maiming of thousands, 
not to mention the fact that tens 
of thousands are now homeless 
and the infrastructure of Gaza has 
been destroyed. 

Of course, unlike the suffering 
inhabitants of Gaza, Iran’s rulers have 
reason to celebrate. They have to 
some extent succeeded in diverting 
attention from the serious economic 
situation, the mass unemployment, the 
unpaid wages. Iran’s huge budget 
deficit, caused by a sharp drop in the 
price of oil, is now estimated at $6.7 
billion. The regime has also used the 
events in Gaza to bury news of its 
own repressive policies. Although 
reformist lawyer Shirin Ebadi was 
amongst the first Iranian public figures 
to condemn Israeli aggression, her 
offices were ransacked and Islamic 
militia accused her of not supporting 
the Palestinian cause strongly 
enough. 

On January 14 a peaceful gathering 
condemning the war in the Gaza Strip 
and organised by the reformist group, 
Mothers for Peace, was attacked by 
vigilante militia, who shouted: “Death 
to peace-seekers and compromisers”. 
Regular police witnessed the incident 
outside the Palestinian embassy, 
but did not intervene. A number of 
women were injured and one activist 
told reporters: “This shows the 
government’s blatant hypocrisy in 
using events in Gaza” for its own 
political purposes, as it “violates 


human rights”. 

As the Israeli government 
committed one war crime after 
another, the Iranian regime used the 
events in Gaza to try and wipe out 
reminders of one of its own horrific 
offences of devastating proportion: 
the systematic execution of tens 
of thousands of leftwing political 
prisoners in the 1980s. Pro¬ 
government forces attempted to 
demolish Khavaran cemetery, where 
families of the victims of the political 
cleansing of the 1988 believe their 
loved ones are buried. It is a non- 
Islamic cemetery in south-east of 
Tehran and the scene of many 
protests in recent years. Clearly the 
regime and its supporters hope that 
the destruction of the graves will help 
it deny history. However, the attempt 
backfired. Families of those executed 
have organised protests and petitions 
demanding that the destruction of 
the cemetery be halted, and this 
has served to highlight this vilest 
of crimes. 

Despite the efforts of the Islamic 
leaders, the solidarity of most Iranians 
with the Palestinians has nothing to 
do with Islam and everything to do 
with the history of colonialism and 
imperialism in the region. For the 
Iranian left and the working class it 
is part and parcel of international 
solidarity and a shared history of 
confronting external aggression in the 
Middle East, as well as defeating 
internal reactionary rulers. 

Yet the theatrical posturings of the 
regime, combined with constant 
revelations about its secret dealings 
with Israel (for example, the arms 
trade, as exposed by Irangate, and 
more recently oil sales), has led many 
people, including sections of Iranian 
youth, to conclude that everything it 
says is lies - which has resulted in a 
degree of apathy towards the plight 
of Gaza. The Islamic regime’s religious 
propaganda, far from gathering 
support for the Palestinians, has 
created cynicism towards regional 
issues on the part of these 
youngsters. This can only help the 
imperialists and their allies • 

Yassamine Mather 


Subscribe 

here 


UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and save £10 
a year. Minimum £10 every 3 months ... but please 
pay more if you can. Your paper needs you! 


6m lyr Inst. 

1 enclose payment: 

UK £25/€30 £50/€55 £200/€220 

Sub 

£/€ 

Europe £30/€35 £60/€65 £230/€250 


Rest Of £60/€65 £120/€130 £250/€270 

world 

Donation 

£/€ 

New UK subscribers offer: 

TOTAL 

£/€ 

3 months for £5 

Date 



Name 


Address 


Postcode 


Email 


Tel 


Standing 

order 


Send a cheque or postal order payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ to: 
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX, UK. 


To 


Bank pic, 


Branch Address 


Postcode 


Re Account Name 
Sortcode_ 


Account No 


Please pay to Weekly Worker, Lloyds TSB A/C No 0744310, sort 

code 30-99-64, the sum of £_every month*/3 months* 

until further notice, commencing on_. 


This replaces any previous order from this account. (* delete) 

Signed_Name (PRINT)_ 

Date_ _ Address_ 











































